
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF

DELAWARE

IN TFIE MATTER OF TIIE APPLICATION OF
DELMARVA POWER & LIGIIT COMPANY FOR
APPROVAL OF A PROGRAM FOR PLUG IN
VEHICLE CI{ARGING
(FILED OCTOBER 19, 2017)

PSC DOCKET NO. 17.1094

ORDER NO. 9357

AND NOW, this 4th day of June,2019;

WHEREAS, the Delaware Public Service Commission (the o'Commission") 
has

considered the Findings and Recommendations of the Hearing Examiner, dated April 1I, 2019

which is attached hereto as "Attachment A", issued in the above captioned Docket, which was

submitted after a duly-noticed public evidentiary hearing; and

WHEREAS' Delmarva Power &Light Company ("Delmarva Power") Application was filed

on October 19,2017 and the Amended Application was filed on February 9,2018; and

WHEREAS, the Commission Staff ("Staff'), the Division of the Public Advocate

("DPA"), the Delaware Department ofNatural Resources and Environmental Control ("DNREC"),

the Sierra Club, and the Caesar Rodney Institute (collectively, "the parties") participated in or

intervened in the proceedings; and

WHEREAS, an eviderrtiary hearing was held on February 28,2019 and live testimony has

presented by Delmarva Power the DPA and Staff; and

)
)
)
)
)



PSC Docket No. l7-1094, Order No. 9357 Con'td

NOW, THEREFORE, By THE 4-r VOTE OF CHAIRMAN WTNSLOW AND
COMMISSIONERS CONAWAY, GRAY, AND DREXLER (COMMISSIONER KARIA

OPPOSED), THE COMMISSION HEREBY FINDS AND ORDERS AS FOLLOWS:

l. That the Commission hereby adopts the April 15, 2019 Findings and

Recommendations of the Hearing Examiner, attached hereto as "Attachment A". We also adopt

and approve the parties' Settlement Agreement attached hereto as "Attachment "B" and find that

it is in the public interest according to 26 Del. C. g5l2(c).

2. The Commission establishes a Regulatory Asset regarding Delmarva Power's Plug

in Vehicle Charging Program and the costs described in Paragraphs 1 through 4 of the Settlement

Agreement.

3. The Regulatory Asset shall be recorded as of the date of this Order. However, as

described in Paragraph 5 of the Settlement Agreement, in the Company's next electric base rate

case, the Regulatory Asset shall be subject to challenge by any other party. The parties are

permitted to contest the reasonableness and the amount of the Regulatory Asset.

4. The Commission also approves the parties' agreement as to the retum the Company

may earn on the amount of the Regulatory Asset and any recovery, as described in Paragraph 5 of

the Settlement Agreement.

5. That this Docket shall be closed.

6. That the Commission reserves the jurisdiction and the authority to enter such

further Orders as may be deemed necessary or proper.
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ATTEST:

Secretary

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

J

Commissioner

Commissioner

-\-y 
-qa>{__-_><'-
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(Filed October 79, 2071)
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FINDINGS AI{D RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE HEARING EXAI{INER

Mark Lawrence
Senior Hearing

Examiner

l_

DATED Aprit 7I, 2019
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF

DELMARVA POWER & L]GHT COMPANY EOR

APPROVAL OF A PROGRAM FOR PLUG IN
VEH]CLE CHARGING
(Filed October 19, 2071)

PSC DOCKET NO. I7-I094

FIIIDINGS OE FACT A}TD RECOMMEIIDATIONS OE' EHE HEARING EXAMINER

Mark Lawrence,

pursuant Lo 26 Def.

Order No. 9183 dated

fol-l-ows:

I. APPEARAIICES

duJ-y appoint.ed Hearing

C. 5502 and 29 DeL. C.

Examiner ln this Docket

ch. 101 and by Commission

to the Commission asFebruary 1, 2078, reports

On behalf of the Applicant Delmarva Power and Light Company
("Delmarva", \rDPL// or 'tthe Company") :

By: LTNDSAY B. ORR, ESQ.
Assistant General Counsef
Delmarva Power & T,ight Company

DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP
THOMAS P. McGONIGLE, ESQ.

On behal-f of t.he Public Service Commissi-on St,aff ("SLaff" or
"Commission Staff") :

By THOMAS D. WALSH, ESQ.
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL

On behalf
Advocate" )

of the Division of thePublic Advocate ("DPA" or "Public

By REGINA A, IORII, ESQ.
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL

On behalf of t,he Delaware Department of Natural- Resources &

Environment.al Control- ("DNREC") :

RALPH DURSTE]N III, ESQ.
JAMESON TWEEDIE. ESQ.
DEPUTY ATTORNEYS GENERAL
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On behalf of the Caesar Rodney Institute (*'CRI") :

By: DAVID T. STEVENSON, POLICY DIRECTOR

On behalf of the Sierra Cl-ub:

By:
KENNETH T. KRISTL, ESQ.
PROFESSOR OF LAW/ D]RECTOR, ENV]RONMENTAL & NATURAL
RESOURCES LAW CLIN]C, WIDENER UN]VERS]TY DELAWARE LAW
SCHOOL

JOSHUA BERMANI ESQ'
SEN]OR ATTORNEY/ S]ERRA CLUB ENVIRONMENTAL LAW PROGRAM

II. Background

A. Procedural Background

1. On October L9, 2071, Delmarva Power & Light Company

( "Delmarva, " "DPL" or the "Company" ) fil-ed an Application ( "the

Applicationrr)1 with the Commission requesting approval of a Voluntary

Program for Plug-in Efectric Vehicle Charging ("PIV";.z (Exh. 1) OrlFdoruary

9, 2018, Delnerva arsded its Apllcation. (Dd-r. 3) frr the Amended Application and

supporti-ng testimony, Delmarva is proposing to implement a voluntary PIV

Program, consrsting of seven (1) separate offerings for PIV charging in

Delaware which are describedbelow:

a. Residential - wit.h Existing Electric
Vehicle Supply Equi-pment, provid:-ng
discounted whole House Time of Use rate
encouraging charging durrng off-peak hours
i. e. peak hours are between 1,2 Noon and 8

p.m., Monday through Friday;3

l Exhibits from the evidentiary hearing wiff be cited herein as'tExh._- witness
name, pg. *." Schedufes from the parties' Exhibrts enLered lnto the evidentlary
record wil] be cited as "Exh._-witness name, Sch. #." References to paqes from
the transcript from the evidentiary hearing wifl be cit.ed as "Tr. - pg. #."
2 According 1-o the Amended Application, "If]or purposes of this Application, a
PIV is defined as a vehicle registered in the State of Delaware (except where
otherwise noted) that can be plugged into an efectric source t-o charge the
battery pack and, once fully charqed, can travel at feast thirty (30) miles
using efectricity as its primary fuel source." (Exh. 3, p.1, fn. 1) "Efectric
hybrid vehicles" are different than PIV vehicles because the former uses a
gasoline engine to charge the battery wh1le drivlng. (Exh. 9, p.6)
3 This is the only one of the flrst four.(4) offerings which does not aflow
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b. Residential - with Existing Efectric
Vehicfe Supply Equipment, providing a
FleetCarma@ device optlon to fifty (50)
qualified customers which, if installed in
the vehicl-e, tracks data on usage,
location, time and amount of charge;
customers lnstalling same wifl receive a
one-time instal-Iation credit of $50,a $5
credit for each month the unit rs pJ-ugged
in and active and an additional credit for
off-peak charging at their residence;

c. Residential - wlthout. Existrng Electrrc
Vehicfe Supply Equipment - the Company will
be providing Smart Levef 2 Equipment to
provi-de a time of use rate and for
customers whose PIVs have a range of 30
mil-es or greater, the Company will instafl
a Smart Levef 2 equipment at fifty (50)
customers' homes at 50% of the cost and
will also install a second AMI meter to
measure the energy of the PIV directly;
Level 2 statrons are 2A)-voIL, AC power
mounted on a wall- or a pedest'al, and take
3-5 hours to charge a fully depleted
battery,'

d . Multi-FamiJ.y DwellingUnits
(condominium/apartment buildings) with
dedicated on-si-te parking currently
without Existing El-ectric Vehicfe Supply
Equlpment; the Company will provide ten
(10) Levef 2 stations at 50% of the cost
of the station upon request for qualified
buildings where at feast three (3) Delaware
registered PIV owners residera and where
the buil-ding owner is a DPL account holder,
with the account hofder paying for
rnstal]ation costs; this offering does noL
offer discount.ed whole House Time of Use
because multiple residents may need access
to the charger and it may be unfair to
customers who need to charge during daytime
hours; s

third-party supplier participation. (Exh. 4, p.15)
a Defmarva later agreed to consider modifying the requirement that at least
three Defaware-registered PIV owners reside at a particufar multi-family
dwelling in order for the building owner to qualify for this offering. (Exh. 12,
pp. s-6. )
5 For SOS customers selecting a PlV-speclfic rate under Offerings 1 or 3, they
will also have the option of receivlng electriclty consi-sting of 100? renewabfe
energy. (Exh. 3, p.1B)
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e. Pub1ic Charging Corridor - Instal-l-ation of
two (2) Direct Current Fast Chargers
(*DCFC") along major roadways in
Delmarva's service territory based
primarily upon expected use; the Chargers
wil-I be Company owned and maintai-ned;

f. PubJ.ic Charging Neighborhood Installation
- up to two (2) Level 2 Charging Stations
rnstal-l-ed in communitles in De]marva's
service area "based upon a maximum
opportunity for use and convenience of PIV
users within the neighborhood; " the
Chargers wilf be Company owned and
maintained,' and

Electric School Buses - "Delmarva proposes
to work with appropriate agencies within
the State of Defaware and/or l-ocal- schools
or community centers t.o develop a
t$370.0001 program that will bring the
benefits of el-ectric buses ... to school aged
children within Delmarva Power's servi-ce
territory. " This proposed school bus
offering was the pramary change between the
Company's original and Amended
Applications. (Exh. 3, pp. I4-2I; Exh. 4,
pp. 15, 20; Exh. 5, pp.3-7; Sch. (PBR)-2,
p.s.)

2. The Amended Application sought the fol-Iowing relief from

the Commission: a) that the Commission approve the Company's seven (7)

proposed Offerings and the corresponding proposed tarlffs,' and b) that the

Commission establish a regulatory asset to defer costs associated with

implementing the proposed Program in the amount of $2,033,050. The tot.af

estimated cost of the program proposed in the Amended Application was

approximately $2,238, 550. The Company estimated that. approximately

$480,000 of t.he total cost woufd be recovered from program participants

through either direct contributions as part of the cost sharing included

in Offerings 3 and 4 or the Company's public charging rate optlons in

Offerings 5 and 6. The remainder woufd be recovered from the Company' s

q
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ratepayers.

3. Moreover, the Company also seeks that: a) the Program,s

costs categorized as Operations & Maintenance be deferred to a regulatory

asset and amortized over a five (5) year period; and b) those costs

associated with capital assets be deferred to a regulatory asset and

amortized over a fifteen (15) year period, and also be incorporated into

rate base and earn a return as part of a base distribution rate proceeding.

(Amend App, Exh. 3, p.23; Blazunas, Exh. 5, pp.7-9. )

4. On Oct,ober 24, 2017, the Public Advocate intervened in

this Docket pursuant to its statutory right according t.o

29 Def. C. 58716.

5. On December B, 2071, by Order No. 9756, Caesar Rodney

Instit.ute's ("CRf/ s") Amended Petition for Int.ervention was granted

wit.hout objection from any party.

6. On December 8, 2017, by Order No. 9\57, Sierra Cl-ub's

Pet,ition for Intervention was granted without objection from any party.

1. On .fanuary 76, 2018, by Order No. 9164, the Delaware

Department of Natural Resources and Environmentaf Control's ("DNREC's")

Petition for Intervention was granted wit,hout objection from any party.

8. As required by the Commission, the Company published

public notice of the Application and the Public Comment, Sessions in

the Cape Gazette newspaper on December 15, 2017, in the News Journal

on December L9, 201"7 , and in the Defaware State News on December 20,

2011. The original Agreed Procedural Schedule was establ-ished on

January 2, 20L8, setting the Evidentiary Hearing for July 77-12 t 201-8.

9. Three (3) Publ-ic Comment Sessions were held in each of

Defaware's three (3) counties: a) January 16, 2018 at the GiIJ.iam

q,



Building j-n New Castle; b) January 77, 2018 at t,he Public Service

Commission Hearing Room in Dover; and c) on January 18, 201,8 at the

Tndian River Seni-or Center in Milfsboro.

10. On February I, 2078, by PSC Order No. 91-83, the

Commission designated me the Hearing Examiner in this Docket replacing

Hearing Examiner R. Campbell Hay who had resigned his position. I was

assi-gned to "to continue the assigned responsibilit.ies in this Docket Ias

described previously in PSC Order No. 9l-50 (Nov. 30, 2011)1, as may be

necessary, Iand] to have a full- and complete record concerning the

justness and reasonabl-eness of the proposed program." (Td. at S1.) In

addition to determining the form of any future public notice, I was

required to "f il-e wit,h the Commission my proposed Findings and

Recommendations. " (Id. )

11. On February 9, 2018, t.he Company filed the pre-filed

direct testimony of: a) Robert. S. Stewart, Pepco Holdings, Inc. ' s

("Pepco's") Manager of Smart Grid and Technology; and b) Peter R.

Blazunas, a Senior Rate Analyst. in Pepco's Regulatory Strategy and

Revenue Policy Division.6 (Exhs. 4 and 5, respectively.)

L2. On May 77 , 2078 | Staff filed the pre-filed direct

testimony of Publ-ic Utility Analyst Amy J. Porter who has since

resigned her position. (Exh. 1)

13. On May 17 , 2018, the Sierra Club filed the pre-filed

direct test,imony of Consul-tant Douglas B. Jester. (Exh. 6)

74. On May I7 , 2018, DNREC fil-ed the pre-filed direct

testimony of Planner Kathleen Harris, on behalf of DNREC's Division of

Energyf Climat.e and Coastal Programs. (Exh. 8)

6 Delmarva is a wholly-owned subsidlary of Pepco Holdings, Inc. ("Pepco") which
j-s a wholly-owned subsidiary of Exelon Corporation ("ExeJ-on").
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15. On May 18, 2018, the Publ-ic Advocate filed the pre-

filed direct. testimony of Consul-tant Glenn A. Watkins and Pubfic

Advocate Andrew C. SIater. (Exhs. 9 and 10, respectiveTy.)

L6. On August 22, 2018, I issued an Agreed Amended

Procedural Schedule setting the discovery and testimony scheduling,

and setting the evidentiary hearing dates of December 18 and 19, 20L8.

I1 . On September I , 2078, Delmarva filed the Rebuttal

Testimony of Robert S. Stewart and Peter R. Blazunas. (Exhs. 12 & 11,

re spect ive 7y . )

18. On October 16, 2018, I denied an untlmely Peti-tion to

fntervene filed by the University of Delaware's Electric Vehicle

Research & Development Group.

19. On December 4, 2018, I held a Pre-Evidentiary Hearing

Conference Cal-I wit.h afl parties.

20. On December 18, 2078/ pursuant to the parties' request,

I continued the Evident.iary Hearing due to their settlement

negotiations. During the afternoon of December 18, the parties informed

me that they would not know whether they would be abl-e to secure a

f inal- wri-tten settlement agreement in time to hold the evident.iary

hearing on December L9. Consequently, I granted the parties' request

to postpone t.he December 19th hearing.

2I . On January 25, 2019, the parties f iled a Sett.l-ement

Agreement executed by Delmarva Power, Staff and the Public Advocate.

Thereafter, the part.ies agreed that the Evidentiary Hearing would occur

at the Commission's office in Dover on February 28,2019. The Company

published the Public Not.ice of Evidentiary Hearing Concerning Proposed

Settlement in the News Journal and in the Defaware State News on

February 7, 20L9, and in the Cape Gazette on February 8,20L9.
1



22. At the Evidentiary Hearing, four (4) wit.nesses

testified, fifteen (15) exhi-bits were admitted into evidence, and there

are thirty nine (39) pages of hearing transcript. The hearing is

described in detail later rn Section IV of thrs Report.

B. Publ-ic Comrnents . 7

1. T'NIVERSITY OF DELAIIARE'S RESE"ARCH A}ID DEVELOPMENT GROUP' S

PUBLIC COMMENT.s

23. Ms. Imefda Foley and Ms. Sara Parkisonf Energy Policy

Analysts from t.he University of Defaware, Research and Development

Group commented, each supporting Delmarva's proposed Electric Vehrcle

Program at two (2) Publi-c Comment Sessions. (Tr.-33-35, 49-52)

"Electric vehicles are coming. Bloomberg
predicts t.hat before 2030, they will be
cheaper than gas vehicles and increasingly
economical even without subsidres with the
results that over 60 percent of car sales in
the Unrted States will be el-ectric by 2050.

Numerous states are conducting pilot
programs. And ambit.lous plans, f ike
Cali-fornia's 1.5 million vehi-cIe goal and New
York's $55 million dollars for rebates,
encourage automakers to produce more models.
GM rs proposing many new modeJ-s, 30 in fact.

If thorough planning is done in advance, we
can transltlon to new patterns of efectrj-c
usage without causing stress to the grid.

If not, expensive upgrades wil-l be needed.
For example, if all electrlc vehicfes start
charging at five p.m.. additional

7 The Public Comments described in thls Report are verbatim, however, in the
interest of brevity, portlons of the Pubfic Comments were not incLuded in this
Dnnarl

B The Unlversity of Defaware's Research and Development Group attended two (2)
of the Public Comment Sessions. Dr. Wiflett Kempton, Professor of the School of
Marine Science and Policy, Professor of t-he Department of Electrical and
Computer Engineering and the Research Director, Center for Carbon-free Power
Integration, also joined in along wlth the Policy Analysts in the October 17,
2017 written comment attached to the Amended Application in favor of the
Commission adopting the Company's proposed program. The written comment made a
number of recommendations to the Company regarding its program going forward
should it be approved by the Commisslon. (Exh. 3)
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distribution capacity will be needed, which
will be paid for by the ratepayers.

However, if charging time is spread
throughout the night, which is possibfe with
today's technologyf most or all- upgrade needs
and consequent costs can be avoided.

Planning for the growth of EV's depends on
our understanding of the habits of thei-r EV
owners and their response to incentives such
as time-of-use rates.

Delmarva's proposed program will give the
company experience with electric vehicles and
alfow them to experience with incentive and
technology to reduce peak load and,
therefore, to reduce the need for expensive
upgrades.

One way that Delmarva Power's proposed
program coul-d be improved would be to include
a small number of fl-eet vehicl-es as a test.

School- buses woul-d be an excel-l-ent vehicle
for such a test. They have a large foad and
have regular predict.able schedules.

In additron to learning about managing
increased load, electrifying school- bus
fleets can ensure that our children are not
breathing diesel fumes on a daily basis.
while lowering costs to schoof districts,
benefits t.hat could be amplified through a
vehicle lo grid design.

There has been public discussion and interest
in supporting the electrificatron of school
buses in De]aware.

Delmarva has always expressed an interest in
such a test program. Gi-ven this interest and
the benefj-ts of the system, we recommend
adding school bus electrificat.ion program to
this filing, ideally one that woufd also
allow test.ing of vehicle to grid systems as
part of the program." (Tr. 33-36)

2. DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF TRA}ISPORTATION'S PUBLIC COMMENT.

24. The Secretary of Defaware's Department of

Transportation, Jennifer Cohan, submitted a Written Comment attached

to the Application supporting Defmarva's proposed El-ectric Vehicle
9



Program on October 16, 20L-l

"The lack of EV charging facil-ities are
consistently identified as one of, if not the
primary barrier to widespread EV adoption; we
have experienced that first hand here in
Delaware. We are attempting to add EV's to
our transit fleet and the largest hurdle is
the inf rast.ructure. As states includi-ng
Defaware develop policres to both support the
deployment of EV's and grow the market for
afl participants, el-ectric companies are
posit.ioned to play a critical role lf
permitted by public utilit.y commissions
through targeted and strat.egic investments in
EV charging infrastructure that benefit the
broader community. Importantly, these
investments can complement and acceleraLe
other efforts underway to grow the EV market
by t.hird-parties and state g'overnments,
including the Delaware Clean Transportation
Incentive Program. One key el-ement l-n
enabling beneficial EV growth is the ability
to manaqe charging.

Beyond delivering the "fuel" that powers
electric transportation, efect.ric companies
can play an integral rofe in enabling and
accelerating electric transportation ln their
l-ocal- market, including educating customers
and other stakehoJ-d,ers, managing and
opt:-mizing vehicle charging, and deploying
charging infrastructure up to and including
ownership and operat.ion of charging
equipment. These investments can unlock value
f or al-l- customers by: growing the ef ectric
vehicle (EV) market for all participants,
helping to integrate EV charging into the
grid in a cost-effective manner, and driving
outcomes that protect customer interest.s and
maximize customer value. "

3. DELAWARE STATE UNIVERSITY/S PUBLIC COMMENT.

25. Delaware State Universit.y' s ( *DSU" ) President Dr.

Harry L. Wifliams also submitted a written comment attached Lo the

Application on October 18, 20L1. DSU supports Delmarva's proposal to

enhance vehicle electrification in Defaware.
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"Thanks to a grant from Del-marva Power, DSU
has established the Renewable Energy Education
Center (REEC) with the mj-ssion to enhance the
education and training capacity of the
University and to provide the general public
with renewabl-e energy literacy and traininq."

*DSU has campuses in Kent and New Castle
counties where we can place Level II or DC

Fast chargers for the public and university
vehicles. The REEC along with the faculty in
the College of Business can do case studi-es
from the data accumulated by Del-marva Power
and look at the impact of replacing some DSU
fl-eet vehicles from EV's. Our sociologisL and
environment.al sc-ient.ist can study the impact
of EV on society and assist REEC in developing
material to educate the public."

4. GENERAL MOTORS' PT'BLIC COMMENT.

26. On October 16, 207'7, Director Britta Gross of General-

Motors submitted a written comment attached to the Application

supporting Defmarva Power's proposed Efectric Vehi-cle (EV) Program.

t'Delmarva Power is proposing a project that aims to address and study

t.he market barriers most refevant to the EV market today, namely the

l-ack of charging infrastructure and the fack of consumer awareness.

This proposal is an opportunity to invest. strategically in forward-

Iooking infrastructure that wil-l- provide learnings about consumers and

charging infrast.ructure so that consumers can have more confidence in

EV technology.

"GM has invested biflions of dollars Lo
develop el-ectrification technologies,
lncluding the state-of-the-art Chevrolet Volt
and Chevrolet Vol-t EV, which has swept the
i-ndustry's most prest.igious car awards.... The
Bolt EV 1s the industry's first affordable,
long range EV wit.h an EPA estimated range of
238 mil-es-per-charge, and is broadly availabl-e
at Chevrofet dealers across Del-aware. This
advanced technology wil-1 require more
widespread charging infrastructure to
convince consumers that EVs can be driven
anywhere they need to go. "

11



"There are currently over 1r000 EVs registered
in Delaware, and in order to grow the EV market
(and attract even more advanced transportat.ion
technologles to the state, such as self-
driving EVs), Delaware needs to invest in
charging i-nfrastructure that addresses
consumer and industry concerns. The
infrastructure program proposed by Del-marva
Power addresses two key areas important. to
consumers - home charging and pubJ-lc charging:

Home Charging - The malority of all EV
charging today is done at home. And whil-e most
EV drivers today live in single-family homes,
consumers living in multi--unit dwellings
currently represent an untapped segment of
potential EV buyers.

Pubfic Charglng - Consumer confidence in EVs
is most inffuenced by the availabilit.y of
public charging. A 2076 survey of 2,500
consumers by Alt.man Vilandrie o Company found
the top reason customers gave for not wanting to
purchase a plug-in electrlc vehicle was a perceived
lack of charglng stations (85%). And public
charging can increase the practicality of EVs
and the number of places an EV can gol with a
special focus on destinations typically
outside a consumer' s normal daily driving
patLerns (e.9. airports, beaches, hotels,
resortsf etc.)."

"EV charging infrastructure is vital to the
growth of the EV market and will l-ead to long-
lasting emissions reductions that increase
over ti-me as t.he market expands. "

THE EDISON ELECTRIC INSTITUTE'S PUBLTC COMMENT

27. The Edison Electric Institute's (EEI) Execut.ive Vice

President of Business Operations, Philip D. Moeller, submitted a

on October 1B , 201,1written comment attached to the Application

supporting Delmarva Power's EV Program proposal.

"EEf is the association that represents ai-l
U.S. invest.or-owned electric companies. Our
members, which include Del-marva Power,
provide electrici-ty for 220 million
Americans, and operate in all 50 states and
t.he District of Cofumbia-

5
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EEI, and the Institute for Electric
Innovation (IEI), recentfy released a report
forecasting EV sales to grow to seven percenl
of al-l- new car sal-es by 2025, but found that
approximately 2.2 million addit.ional- public
charging ports wiff be needed Lo support this
forecast - a roughly 30 to 40 times i-ncrease
over the charging infrastrucLure available
today.

The Delmarva program direct.ly benefits
customers by lowering the barrier to entry
for EV adoption. Program options incJ-uding
the monthly bi-11 credits for off-peak
charging, the 50 percent cost-share on smarL
Level II chargers, and discounted time-of-use
charging rate all serve t.o lower the cost of
EV ownership. The additional eJ-ectricity
demand from EV's, added to the grid in an
efficient manner, puts downward pressure on
rates for alf customers. "

GRIDWISE ALLIANCE' S PT'BLIC COMMENT

("GridWise") CEO, Steven

attached to the Application

vehicle electrification in

28. On October 13, 2017 , the

Hauser, submitted

supporting Delmarva's

Delaware,

GridWi-se Alliance

a written comment

proposal to enhance

u

"The GridWise Alliance consists of a unique
cross-section of industry members, including
electric utilit.ies, information and
technology equipment and service providers,
NaLionaf Laboratories, academic
institutions, Regional Transmission
Organizations (RTOs), and Independent System
Operators (lSOs). and the Bonnevil-le Power
Administration (BPA).

Del-aware is already a leader in supporting
and promoting electric vehicles lfvs) through
various incentives for vehicles and charging
infrastructure, and through the designation
of I-95 as an electric vehicle charging
corridor, according to PJ-ug-In Ameri-ca. With
efforts underway to expand the use of EVs
across Exelonf s service territory in the Mid-
Atlantic Region, the current Del-marva
proposal would facil-itate regional
infrastructure planning and efficiencies and
would further enhance vehicle electrificatron
deployment in Defaware and in the Mid-
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Atl-antic Region, as a resul-t.

According to a recent report by the Pacific
Gas and Electri-c Company (PG&E), efectric
utilit.ies are well-positioned to provide
tools and "expertise in infrastrucLure
development, rat.e design, grid support.
customer educati-on, fleet procurement, Iand]
relationshi-ps and credlbility with a wide
range of stakeholders.... The Defmarva proposal
before the Commission illustrat.es a potent.ial
application of these utility capabilities.

Reports indicate the one current and
anticipated challenge with further vehicl_e
efectrificat.ion is a lack of sufficient
public charging stat.ions. According to the
PG&E report, 'tIi]ncreasing the availability
of public charging st.ations (particularly
fast charging st.at.ions along malor transit.
corridors), can assuage range anxiety - one
of customers' chief concerns about electric
vehicles. Electric provi-ders have the
necessary infrastructure development.
expert.ise, and Itheir] buslness model-s enabfe
Ithem] to make early investments where oLhers
may be reluctant to step in, despite the
societal need. Thus, electric utilities can
help lower some of the barriers to deploying
charging stations. The Delmarva proposal
before the Commission is designed t.o test the
effectiveness of EV programs and
infrastructuref coll-ect vital consumer data,
and ensure consumer needs are being met. It
al-so will- promote greater educat.ion,
awareness, and outreach regarding the
customer and sustainability benefits of EVs.
This proposed EV program al-so would help test.
rate design structures and their efficacy
before being rolled out on a large scale.

In addition, as GridWise has publicJ-y stated
previously, changes to the electric system
need Lo be supported by business model-, rate
structurer and regulatory reforms that. enable
utilities/electric service providers to own
and operate assets and compete en a l-evel
playing fieId. "

GREENLOTS' PUBLIC COMMENT7

29. Greenlots' VP

written comrnent with the

of Policy, Thomas Ashley, filed a

supportinq Del-marva' sCommission
L4

proposed



El-ectric Vehicle Program on January 26, 20L8.

"Greenfots is a leadi-ng provider of grrd-
focused electric vehicle charging software
and services. The Greenlots network supports
a signrficant percentage of the DC fast
charging infrastructure in North America, and
is increasingly support.ing deployment in the
workplace and resrdential- Level 2 space.

Greenlot.s' smart charging solut.lons are buif t
around an open standards-based focus on
future-proofing whife helping site hosts,
utifities, and grid operators manage dynamic
electric vehicle (EV) charging loads.

While acknowfedging that much more wil-I need
to be done to transform the marketf we support
the direction of this plan. The Plug-In
Vehicl-e charging initiatives Defmarva is
proposing (the PIV Program) largely recognize
and seek to modestly get in front of grid
i-ntegrat.ion challenges and opportunlties
through a suite of limited pilot programs
targeting education and outreachl
incentivi-zed off-peak charging and energy use
management/ information gathering, and
longer-range or mainstream electric
transportation.

[W]e encourage the Commiss j-on to both
approve Delmarva's applicati-on and work with
the utility to bulfd on these pilots by
transitioning to a larger program in the near
future.

... IU] tilities are well posi-tioned to, and
shoufd play a key role in deploying, ownlng
and operating not. only corridor and public
EVSE but al-so EVSE ln ot.her market segments,
including multi-family, workplace and
residential. These PIV Program offerings are
good - albeit very modest - first steps. We
encourage Delmarva and the Commission to work
to expand these initiatives and accrue
further benefits from utility optionality in
its l-evel of involvement in supporting and
deploying infrastruct.ure to support EV
dri-vers sufficiently, transform the market
and increase the uti-lization of the grid in
a manner that benefits alf utilit.y
cust.omers. "
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8. CHARGEPOINT'S PUBLIC COMMENT.

30. On February 28, 20L8, Chargepoint's Director of

Policy, David Schatz, filed a written comment wj-t.h t.he Commi-ssion supporting

some aspects and not supporting other aspects of Delmarva's proposed

Efectric Vehicle Charging Program.

"ChargePoint is the leading el-ectric vehicle
(EV) charging network in the worl-d/ with
charging sofutions in every category EV drivers
charge, at home, work, around town and on the
road. With more than 45,000 independently owned
pubJ-ic and semi-publr-c charglng spots and more
than 7,000 cust.omers (businesses, cities,
agencies and service providers), ChargePoint is
the only charging technology company in the
market that designs, develops and manufactures
hardware and software solutions across every use
case. Leading EV charging hardware manufactures
and other partners rely on the ChargePoint
network to make charging station detalls
availabfe in mobil-e apps, online and in
navigation systems for popular EVs. ChargePoint
drivers have completed 34 million charging
sessions, saving upwards of 34 milfion gallons
of gasoline and drrving more than 800 million
gas-f ree mil-es.

There are currently more than 36 public access
charging spots in Defaware that operate on the
ChargePoint. network, and Figure 1 below shows a
map of chargrng ports. ChargePoint's customers
incfude Tanger Outlets, Royal Farms, and
Delaware Transj-t Corp. As of the third quarter
of 20L'7 , there are I,1,13 el-ectric vehicles
registered in the State, representing 0.492
market share, and roughly 450 drivers in
Del-aware are registered with ChargePoint. e

Those drivers can seamfessl-y use stations in
the ChargePoint network, access data on
charging sessions, receive updates on ongoing
charging sessions via text, and, if required
by station owners, pay for charging sessions.

e Po]k, "MarketInsight", 2071
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Flgure 1: Public access ports on t.he ChargePoint Network in Delaware

Support for Limited Pifots that Harness
Conpetitlon, Innovation, and Customer Choice

With this in mind, a pilot program shoul-d work
wit,h third parties to harness the innovat.ions
of the competitive markeL for charging solutions
that meet. the needs of utiliti-es, drivers, and
site hosts to ensure efficient j-ntegration of
EV charging foad while avoiding restrictions on
customers' choices or driver experience.

ChargePoint. not.es that through the deployment
of smart charging infrastructure, which is
capable of relaying data to utilities and demand
response, el-ectric vehicles can be a responsive
beneficial foad to the grid.

In integrating smart charging solutions,
customer choice of charging equipment and
services is an essential feature of any utility-
supported program. Site hosts, which are the
local entities that would physically host or own
charging stations in their parking lots, are best.
positioned to determine the technology deployed
on their properties. Slte hosts know the unique
needs of their own customers, tenants,
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employees or other type of EV driver visrti-ng
that site and are in the best positlon to tail-or
the EV drlver experience. Shoul-d utilities
j-nvest in or incentlvize EV charging equipment
and servj-ces, site hosts must have a choice of a
range of vendors meeting reasonabl-e qualifying
criteria. Maint.aining this choice ensures that
si-te hosts choose t.he right solutlon for their
propertyf whi-l-e encouraging an ongoing
competitive market for chargrng solutions beyond
a one-time utility request for procurement.

We support the intent of Defmarva to deploy a
diverse set of smart offerings in the electric
vehicle chargrng infrastructure space in order
to assess how increased EV adoption interacts
wrth the grid. However, the pilot proposal is
unclear in terms of the mechanism for cusLomer
choice of charging solutions and the extent of
which locaf sites hosts can interact and
determine the EV driver experience through
setting drlver pricing and other functions. We

recommend the Commission uphold customer
choj-ce and control in this pilot and subsequent
deployments, in order to preserve the
competitive market for charging sofutions .Ln

Delaware.

ft should afso be noted that util,ity ownership
of chargrng equipmentr ds described in
Offerings 5 and 5 of Delmarva's application,
is not a prerequi-site to unlocking grld
benef its. Commercj-al1y avail-abl-e charging
network sofutions currently provrde the abilrty
for t.hird parties, such as utilities, to access
interval- fevef charging data and conduct load
management at stations owned by one of their
customers . .... Tn addition, the program can be
more cost effective and successfuf when
program participants frnancially contribute to
the cost.s of the deployments. ChargePoint afso
notes that for the segments targeted in
Offerings 5 and 6, DC fast stations along
corridors and Level 2 stat.ions in
neighborhoods, deployments already exist. The
utility can leverage the existing and
continuing private sector driven deployments of
charging stations to broaden the data
collection intended to assess grid impact.s and
planning.

Support for an Enbedded Metroloqy Pifot.

application
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offerings to utif ize Schedul-e 'tPIV," which is an
_ 10EV-only rate. -" ChargePoint supports pilots of

EV-onIy rates, as they a1l-ow for implementation
of innovative rate designs that can optimize
charglng behavior, enabling the greatest
benefit to the grid. For residential customers,
EV time-of-use (TOU) rates can provide a clear
price signal to incentive charging to occur
during "off-peak" periods. In the case of
commercial customers, TOU rate designs provide
an important input into the site host's
determination of the uft.imate fee to set for the
driver to access charging services.

It is lmportant to note that the EV-only
offerings under Defmarva's pi-lot proposal call
for rnstalfation of a secondary meter on site
host property. Instal-lation of a secondary
utlli-ty meter is often costly, time-consuming,
and unnecessary. ChargePoi-nt notes the
availabrlrty of embedded meters in
commercially-available charging sLations that
efiminates the need for secondary utility
meters. The use of an addrtional utrlity meter
may provide val-ue as part of a temporary pilot
to confirm embedded charging station metrology
accuracyf but would not be efficient or cosL-
effective as a solution for a larqer proqram.

ChargePolnt recommends that Delmarva pursue a
pilot of embedded metering capabilities, which
would reduce costs and test. technology for use
in a future larger-scale program.

ChargePornt supports the appJ-icatron of the
NIST Handbook 4 4 (H844) standard to sub-meters
used in utility pilots. Proof of our products'
compliance with HB44 accuracy (measurement
toferance) requirements can be provided. using
NIST-traceabfe test standards and the i-ndustry's
leading EVSE test equipment.

Anend Incentives to Address the l4ul-ti-Unit
DweJJing Segment

Multi-unlt dwellings (MUDs) represent a
crrtical-, underserved market for EV charging
infrastructure. ChargePoint supports utility
programs that offer incentives toward developing
MUD charging infrastructure and fower the

10 Offerings 1, 2, 3, and 4

Schedufe rates.
under Delmarva's proposal all intend to pilot
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barrier for site hosts to purchase and deploy
charging stations for residents. In the case of
MUD charging infrastructure. t.he greatest
barrier tends to be installation costs, which
may be higher than the cost of the charging
equipment it.seff. The range and variation of
installation costs is primarily due to the
distances between the EV parking spaces and the
panelrng on the property. Delmarva's proposal
for incenting MUD charging stations requlres
the site hosts to bear the costs of instal-1ation,
while providing a 50% discount on charging
stations. ChargePoint believes that in order to
effectively incent development at MUDs, a
utility program should also address the
instalfatron cost barrier in addition to the
charglng statj-on rtseff. This coufd be
accomplished by broadening the rebate, with
capsf to include both installation and charging
station costs or by the ut.ility installing and
covering the costs of the el-ectricaf
infrastructure on the customer side up to where
the station is instal-led.

Addressinq requTatory barrlers for charqinq
station depToynent

Currently, 20 states and the District of
Columbia have determined, through statutory
amendment or regulatory cl-arification, that
charging stations are outside of regulatory
commission jurisdiction.4 In accordance with
proceedings i-n Docket No. 17-0933, ChargePoint
wilf assist the Commission, DNREC/ Delmarva.
and other interested stakehofders 1n pursuing
cl-arifications to the Commission's
jurisdiction over charging stations."

ll "Arkansas Code 523-1-101(9); Cal. Pub. Util. Code, S 215(1); Colo. Rev. Stat.
S 40-1-103.2(2); CT Sectlon 15-1 of the 2015 supplement to gen. statues; D.C.
Code SS 34-204; F]a. Stat. S 366.94; Haw. Rev. Stat.S 26I-I(2); Idaho Code S 61-
IL9;220 I11. Comp. Stat.SS 5/3-105(C), 5/6-IO2i Me. Rev. Stat. Ann. Tit.35, SS
313-A, 320L(5) ,320I (B-B); Md. Code Pub. Utifs. SS 1-101 (J) (3), 1-101 (x) (2);
Minn. Stat.S 2168.02(Subd.4); Missouri PSC Fife No. ET-20I6-0245; NYPSC Case No.
13-tr-0199; Or. Rev. Stat. S 757.005(1) (B) (G); PA PUC Order R-20I4-2430058; Utah
Code SS 54-2-1 (7) (C), 54-2-L (19) (J); Va. Code Ann. S 56-L-2:1; Wash. Rev. Code S

BO.28.31O; W.Va. Code S 24-2D-3."(entire footnote quoted from Comment)
20



9. REACH RIVERSIDE'S PT'BLIC COMMENT.

31. David J. Ford, the Chairman of Reach Riverside in

Wi-lmington f 1l-ed a Publ- j-c Comment on behalf of this non-prof it

organi-zation, of which the Teen Warehouse, fnc. is affiliated:

"On behalf of the Board of Directors of The Teen
Warehouse, Tnc., and Wifmington's teens, we would
fike to ask you and your fellow Commissioners
to give special consideration to the efectric
bus lnitiative included within Delmarva's
proposed rate increase... . In approving Delmarva's
proposal, vou will be providing a vital community
service as the bus inrtrative ls going to help
change the face of Wllmington by improving the
fife outcomes of the city's youth.

How can a utility price increase accomplish that?
At present, Delmarva is working in partnership
with The Teen Warehouse, Inc. on an exciting
inltiative that will turn the now vacant Prestige
Academy Buildlnq on Thatcher Street in NE

Wilmington into a vibrant hub where teens can
access a myrlad of recreation, education, arts,
college &Career readiness and mentaf and physical
weffness programs that wiff help them thrive and
succeed.

For The Teen Warehouse to achieve lts' greatest
potential however, it first must overcome one
of the greatest barrlers faclng youth in
Wilmington and urban nelqhborhoods throuqhout
America when it comes Lo accessing out of school
Lime programs and services,' access - they need
to be able to get there in order to reap the
potential beneflts.

fn preparatlon for the opening of The Teen
Warehouse in the fall of 2019, Defmarva and the
University of Delaware IUD] are working
collectively to implement an efectric bus
inltiative that wilf provide our city's young
people with the transportation they need to
participate in The Teen Warehouse's program
offerings. Costs to develop and run that effort
are incfuded in the proposed rate increase under
consideration. At present, Defmarva and UD are
in the process of using the innovative V2G
technology that wifl not only provide reliable,
clean, economic and safe transportation, the
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initiative will
charging.

return power to the grid while

The Teen Warehouse rs Wifmlngton's best hope to
change the ouLcomes for rnany inner city youth
who struggle to see beyond a future of poverty,
viofence and a lack of opportunity. By
supporting the rate increase, you will become a
partner in this much needed effort to help our
young people survlve, thrive and give back to
our communities in the same way you have given
to them. "

10. CLEATiI AIR COT'NCIL'S PT'BLIC COMMENT-

32. On January L'7, 201,8, Logan Welde, Ese., Staff Attorney

for the Clean Air Council, commented at a Public Comment Session in

support of Defmarva's proposed El-ectric Vehicle Program.

"The Cfean Air Council is a member-supported
environmental organization serving
Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Defaware. The
Clean Air Council supports Delmarva's
peLition for approvaf of a program for plug-
in vehj-cl-e charging.

Two large impediments are quickly fading,
price and range. There does remain one large
impediment, and one that the Council bel-ieves
should, at feast in parL, be resolved by
utilities, the inf rastruct.ure .

This is truly a Fleld of Dreams moment.. ff
you buifd it, they will come. Without
providing this essential framework, including
charging stations, Delaware wilf be a laggard
i-n the adoption of EVs.

The EV tide is coming. The lrst of countries
and municipal-ities that have announced their
ban of fossif-fuel vehicles is large and
growing.

The carmakers also see the comi-ng change

Generaf Mot.ors has decfared rt will phase ouL
gas-powered vehicl-es and go al1 el-ectric.

Ford, Toyota, Mazda, Daimler, RenaulL,
Nissan, Mitsubishi and VW have aff pledged
biIl j-ons to t.he development of ef ectric
vehicles.
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And two manufacturers Volvo and Jaguar Land
Rover have announced they wilf be a1l
electri-c by next 20L9 and 2020 respectively.
According to Generaf Motors, the future is
al-l- el-ectric.

Whife Delaware may not have a tremendous
amount of EVs at this momenL, the StaLe saw
one of the greatest growths in the country
between 2015 and 2016 at 64 percent. And the
State has impJ-emented through the Del-aware
Department of Natural Resources and
Envi-ronmental Control, the Delaware Cl-ean
Transportation fncentive Program that
provides rebates for t.he purchases of EVs and
for charqing stations.

In the coming
dwarfed.

years, thaL 64 percent will be

There are many benefits to EVs, but the one
that t.he Councll is most excited about is the
potential reduction in focal air pollution.

In 2017, the transportati-on sector passed the
power generation sector to clai-m the titl-e
for l-argest source greenhouse polluters in
the U-S-

Our vehicles, including carsf busses, trains,
ships and airplanes are a huge publ-ic health
cencern. The main air pollutants emitted from
vehicles are carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides, particulate, matter, volatile organic
compounds, and benzene.

In addition, many drivers feave their
vehicles idling, which can be up to 30 percent
more toxic as incomplete combustion occurs
and more harmful emissions are produced.

The Council acknowledges t.hat lust switching
from combustion engines to EVs will- not sofve
the air pollution problem as the second
largest contributor to global greenhouse
gases is the power generati-on sector.

However, that sector is makj-ng tremendous
strides, and the Council- beli-eves in the near
fut.ure t.hey will be producing a fraction of
the air pollution it does today through
technology upgrades, controlling stack
emissions, and a much greater mix of solar,
wind and t.urbine energy.
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In fact, it does not seem possible for
Delaware t.o meet its stated goal of reducing
greenhouse gasses by 28 percent by 2025
without a massive el-ectric transformation in
the transportat.ion sector.

Every day countries and car makers are moving
cl-oser to a 100 percent ef ect.ric f Ieet. It.
makes more economical sense, it makes more
practical sense, and it is more
environmentally sustainabl-e .

There is no doubt that Delmarva must. play an
instrumental role in the installation and
maintenance of EV charging system. The
addition of the EV chargingi system and al-l of
the mi-l-Iions of EVs relying on iL will be the
most drastic and impactfuf change of the last.
100 years.

The days of the internaf combustion engine
are near the end, The only cars and trucks
that wil-l- be in use over the coming decades
will, in f act, be el-ectric.

The Council st.rongly encourages the
Commission t,o approve Delmarva' s petit.ion.

The Councif would also challenge the
Commlssion to go even further. Not onJ-y
should personal vehicfes be considered, but
whole f l-eets shoul-d be viewed as prime
targets for switching from combustion to
el-ectric.

The Commj-ssron should push Delmarva to study
how school busses, public transit buses, the
trucking industry and shipping industry can
go electric as well.

While the Council believes that Del-marva and
other util-ities must be deeply involved in
building this infrastructure, private
companies should take on the brunt of the work
and invest the most capital in this
infrastructure . " (Tr. -pp .52-59)
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11. CAESAR RODNEY INSTITUTE|S (*CRI's') PUBLIC COMMENT.12

33. On April 20, 2018, CRI's Director of it.s Center of

Energy Competitiveness, Davrd T. Stevenson, filed a written comment

with the Commission opposing Del-marva's proposed Efect.ric Vehicle

Charging Program.

According to CRI,

"Delmarva's j-nvol-vement in electric charging
infrastructure ... wifl not help the environment,
will- exacerbate the transfer of money from the
poor to the rich, and will not add to the
knowledqe base of how power companies need to
prepare for any additional use of Battery
Ef ect.ric Vehicl-es ("BEVs" ) f n addition, the
market for BEVs is llkely to develop slow1y,
and time of use el-ectric raLes wifl have littl-e
impact on charging behavior. Further, BEVs
market expansion shoufd not be encourage untif
a tax mechanism is in place to ensure BBV owners
are contributing fairly to the Highway Trust
Fund. Delmarva's petition should be denied.

Defmarva Power claims experience with el-ectric
vehicle (EV) charging is needed to prepare for
the coming wave of plug-in el-ectric vehicl-es
( PIV) Delmarva sister companies Delmarva
Power Maryland, and Bal-timore Gas & Efectric
are already working under utility commission
orders to gather the same lnformation on a much
larger populatron base. According to
Del-marva's revised appllcatron there are about
1000 PIVs in Delaware, with about 300 of those
al-l el-ectric vehicles (BEV) with the bafance
plugin/gasofine hybrids (PHEV) . According to
an MJ Bradley, May 2016, report, "Plug-in
Electric Vehicfe Cost-Benefit Analysis", there
were 2162 BEVs in Maryland on January, 2016,
and 3,741 PHEVs, so Delaware and Maryland have
about the same EV market share consrdering
popul-ation. Nationwide there are already close
to 400,000 PTVs, and several other states have
the same kind of program De.l-marva is asking for.
The inf ormation Delmarva seeks is avail-abl-e
el-sewhere including sister companies.

One of the largest barriers to the expansion of

12 Although CRI is a party and -Later
first submitted a Public Comment.

testified at the evidentiary hearing;, iL
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the EV market is the lack of EV charqing

stations, lust like the availability of

gasoline statrons initially hampered the

adoption of qut;ij-"t powered vehicles ' An

unregulated market for gasorine ""1::?::
quickly solved tf'e pronfem a.s startup companaes

competed for *ttftti share by having the most

stations. Bothr the commission and Delmarva are

arready aiscussino".i{j..iJi,ff;' t::ffil::l:i
charging subject to uLrrr'1^*.' I^-'- That
regulation thro"u-ql Iegislative action ' ThaL

strategy is q"Jtt"ttla to , slow widespread

deployment of 'tnutq'-"q stations ' Regulatory

review would be a barrier to entrepreneurs' and

l"-g""tu"teed to slow market entry'

It is in the public intelesf-"'.tilTl1.t'X:;t:?:
subsidize the investment rn

charging statiois ' 
- 

o" a regulated utility with

a guarant""O tuiu of return about twice the rate

of unregulated companies' and the abilrty to

offload the investirent costs to alI electric

ratepayers ' ntf'*tt'u would have an unf air

competitive advantage compared to free market

companies. Historically' regulated monopolies

are only granted when duplication of

infrastructure investment would impede

widespreaa aooptrJn.'J u technology. That is

not a barrier in this case ' Allowing Delmarva

this advantage would have a chilling effect by

discouraging free market entrepreneurs from

fillingthe,'..aforchargingstationsin
innovative, widesPread waYs'

Delmarva quotes an Edison Electric Institute

study forecasting as many as 7 million PIVs by

2025 signuf'-"q "ig"'-'ty 
is needed to prepare for

a surging *uJo"?''""';;ittt forecasts were made

for gt"/"rttltit hybrids - 
but market share

growth r,u" ttu'ftiJ' u"A hasn't moved much beyond

early aOopters ' Market share peaked at about 3

percent in 2OI3 ' and has faiten to about 2

percent of annual sales as gasoline prices fell

as shown i'^ 
';;; 

chart below ' Prv sales have

q'o*' to 'noJt-':: t='.:t ::.t3;S."Tiliil,f,ut onIY because of masstve'
governmen' ""ilJJit" ' A federal subsidy of up

to $7, 500 per passenger 
. 
vehicle tax rebate

combined t'-trt-.u o'"f utatl subsidy of up to $3' 500

per vehicle'J"J-lttotrt"t $5C0 subsidy for a

charging station' adds up to an incredrble total

of $11, 500 srrbsidy per: -vehicle ' 
Dr ' Wayne

Winegarden ttptti"' tjt the Pacific Research

rnstatute tr,'i"t""- llri-cl-e titled "cosL subsidies

for the Rich'



"For example, after Hong Kong eLiminated jts
tax break for EVs in ApriT 20f7, reqistrations
of new Tesfa electric cars in Hong Konq felL
from 2,939 to zero. Sinilarly, after Georgia
efininated its $5,000 EV subsidy in 2075, EV
sa,Zes fel-l B9 percent in two months. These
drastic sa-Zes reductions are an indication that
the demand for EVs js based soJeJy on the
distortions created by government subsidies."

According to CRIf It]he baslc cost issue for
EVs is the cost of the batteries. Current
battery technology has a l-imited potent.ial to
store electrons. The economies of manufacturing
scale for existrng batt.ery technology have
already been mostly realized because of battery
use in el-ectronics. Further battery cost
reductions require an invention of bett.er
batteries, an event that cannot be scheduled.
In the meantime. significant technological
advances in gasoline fuefed engine efficiency
have afready been announced by Toyota and Nissan
that will- greatly advance fuef efflciency
suggesting potential- emisslon savings from EVs
wrl-l- be met by gasoline , and/ or gaslelectric
hybrid powered vehicles at a much lower cosl.
It is unlikely EVs wi-fl gain significant market
share in the foreseeabl-e future.

A review of lRS tax records show 99 percent of
PIVs were purchased by famifies with adjusted
gross incomes above $50,000 a yearf with 19
percent above $100,000 a year.

Del-marva's revised application acknowledges 80
percent of resi-dential recharging is
voluntarily done at home overnight during off
peak hours. There 1s a good chance the other
20 percent of charginq is done out of necessity
at other trmes. Therefore, off peak pricing
won't have much impact. .... The US Department of
Energy Alternative Fuefs Data Center estimates
fueling with electricit.y costs between one
third and one half of fueling with gasoline,
With that built in fuel advantage, PIV owners
refueling behavior is unl-i-kely to be inffuenced
by the $94 to $116 annual savi-ngs projected by
Delmarva based on the off peak rates.

A signrficant portion of highway consLruction
is paid for with federal- and state Highway Trust.
Funds largely funded by taxes on gasoline. BEVs
wifl cause the same wear and tear on highways,
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and will- create just as much traffic congestion,
but owners wil-l not pay their share of new
construction and repair. A good comparison in
cost can be made between the base model 2078
Ford Focus gasoline car with an MSRP of $17,860
versus the same BEV model- at $31,445, a $13,586
difference. The Toyota Prius hybrid has an MSRP

of $25,1,42, a $6,303 discount over the Focus
BEV. In Delaware, fuel Laxes cost $0.414 per
gallon, or l-6 percent, of the current $2.60 per
gallon gasoline price, and according to NHTA a
typical driver is driving 73,476 miles a year.
The extra Del-aware Motor Vehic]e document fee
of 4.25 percent only adds $268 t.o the Focus BEV
compared to the Prius, but t.he Prius owner wifl
pay $1610 in gasoline Laxes over the 15 year
flfe of the vehicle. A standard Ford Focus
owner will pay $577 fess in document fees than
a Focus BEV buyer, but will pay $2790 more in
gasoline taxes. There should be a higher
document fee for the BEV model-s.

The currenL fife time wheel to wheel emission
differential between hybrlds and BEVs in
Delaware 1s only about 1.5 tons of carbon
dioxide, or 77% based on t.he electricity systems
mix of fuel-s used in power plants, according to
information provided in Delmarva's revised
application (page 4 of Appendix A). Hybrids
actually already have lower emissions than
PHEVs. As mentioned above hybrids are expected
to become significantly more efficient, so the
emission differential- should shrink.
Considering the dif f erence in l-if et.ime fuel-
cosL, the init.ial price differential. and the
difference in document fees, the Focus costs
$6086 more than the Prlus. So, it costs
$811/ton for the emissi-on savings. The most
recent emissions allowance price in the
Reg j-ona1 Greenhouse Gas Initiative was l-ess
than $4/ton. Moving to BEVs is not. a smart way
to reduce carbon dioxide emissions. "

"Delmarva also made the cfaim BEVs will lead t.o
less dependence on foreign oil-. The US Energy
Information Agency forecasts the US will- be
energy independent in just a few years."

L2. MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC'S PUBLIC COMMENT

"I hope the Commission factors into pricing and
promotion el-ectrlc charging stations, public or
at home, the cost of efectric vehicles (EV)
riding on t.he roads built and maintained by the
Delaware Department of Transportation. I

28



understand the environmentaf benefits of EVs,
however the tdngible cost of their use of
existing highways is as real as someone who pays
fuel tax at the gas pump. f hope the two
departments withln State government investigate
these costs and work towards an equitable fair
sofutlon to drivers of both EVs and gas powered
vehicl-es. "

III. SIJMINRY OF EVIDENCE

A. Company Pre-Filed Direct Testimony. Testirnony of Robert S.

Stewart.

34. The evident.iary record incfudes the following pre-fi1ed

direct testimony filed by the Company: a) Robert S. Stewart, Pepco

Holdings, Inc.'s ("Pepco") Manager of Smart Grid and Technology; and

b) Peter R. Blazunas, a Senior Rate Analyst in Pepco's Regulatory

Strat.egy and Revenue Policy Division. (Exhs. 4 & 5, respectively.)

35. Wit.ness SLewart addressed the policy implications of

the Company's Applications, including the increaslng number of electri-c

vehicles, required charging infrastructure, and anticipat.ed demand upon

t.he Company's electric distrrbution system. (Exh. 4, p.2)

35. 80-86% of electric vehicfe owners charge at home. (Id. at

pp. 5,10.) Publ-ic space infrastructure l-ike that proposed by Delmarva

allevi-ates "range anxiety" which describes what an owner of an efectric

vehicl-e feefs when the owner believes that they may run out of el-ectric

charge. (Id. ) According to Delmarva, the Company "is uniquely positioned

to facilit.ate and accelerate the efectrification ln this area as it is

part of the PHI territory and therefore can join efforts underway by PECO

IPhiladelphia Elect.ric Company] in Pennsylvania, Baftimore Gas & Electric

in Maryland, and Pepco in the Distrlct of Col-umbia." (Id. at pp.5-6.)

31. Witness Stewart testified t.hat, since Defmarva is a

regulated public utility, it was obligated Lo help make the PIV charging
29



market accessibl-e to al-l- customers. (Id. at p.6. ) According to De1marva,

"leaving development [of the PIV charging market] to third parties like1y

would resul-t in stunted growth and only in areas where they can maximize

profits." (Id.; see Sec. If (B) (10) Chargepoint's Public Comment, Section

contra. )

38. Accordlng to the Company, all Delmarva customers can

benefit from this program by utilizing the power grid by using unused

capacity during non-peak t.imes. (Id. at pp.7-8.) Electric charging is a

l-oad which is "signj-ficant." (it stores as much electrici-ty as the average

resj-dence consumes in a day), and "inherently flexible" (they are driven

an average of t hour per day so they can be easily charged during off-peak

hours). (fd. at p.7.) These characterlstics aflow for el-ect.ric distrlbution

assets such as transformers to be more effect.ively managed. (fd,)

39 . "Since 20II , el-ect.r j-c vehicles have experienced double

digit growth rates year-over-year." (Id. at p. 9.) As of August 20I'1,

550,000 electric vehicles had been sol-d in t,he U.S. and seven (7) mi1lion

addi-tional sales are anticipated by the year 2025. (Id. at pp.9-10.) Thirty

five (35) models, including more moderately priced model-s, are anticipated

from numerous auLo manufacturers by the end of 2018.13 (Id. at p.10.)

40. "Between 2015 and 2076, Del-aware experienced one of the

highest growth rates for PIVs in t.he country." (Id. at p.14.) "The fatest

pro j ection f rom EPRI Ithe Electri-c Power Research Instit.uLe] show a

potential of as many as 29,000 PIVs on the road in Delmarva Power's service

territory by the year 2025." (fd.)

13 These electric vehicle manufacturers include BMW, Ford, GM, Hyundai, Jaguar,Nissan, Tesla, Toyota, VW and
Volvo. (Exh. 6, p.10.)
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4I. According to Delmarva, 1ts proposed program compliments

existing positions taken by the State of Del-aware as weff as existing state

programs.

The Ifedera.]-l Clean A:-r Act allows states Lo
erther fol-l-ow the federaf requirements for zero
emission vehlcf es or adopt Cal j-fornia's vehlcl-e
emission regulations. For Zero Emission Vehicle
states which have implemented California's
reguJ-atlons, sales of zero emission vehicles are
requlred to be 15.42 of totaf car sales in each
state by 2025. Defaware has adopted California's
vehlcle emission regulations and is an observer
state to the Zero Emission Vehicle component of
the Clean Air Act. Delaware has also joined the
U.S. Climate Alliance and is committed to upholdrng
the Paris Agreement to combat climate change. This
incfudes a commitment to achieve a 28% reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions (from 2005 levels) by 2025.
Emissions from the transportation sector represent
approximately 30% of greenhouse gas emissions.

To heJ-p facrl-rtate this transformatlon to efectric
vehicles, various state and federal initiatives
incentivizing the growth of the electric vehicl-e
market have been put in place, r-ncluding buL not
limited to, the Del-aware Clean Vehlcf e Rebat.e
Program, t.he Def aware Ef ectric Vehicl-e Chargrng
Equipment Rebate Program, the Defaware Afternative
Fuellng Infrastructure Grant Program, and a federal
tax credit of up to $7,500 for qualified PIVs. (Exh.
4, pp.B-9)

42. Since an el-ectric vehicle owner is expected to use 25%

more electricity than a typical residentiaf customer, Delmarva is concerned

about its demand management and infrastructure programs. (Id. at p.10.) fn

response, the Company is attempting with this Appllcation to avoid system

upgrades while marntaining reliability to help mlnlmize costs to

ratepayers. (Id.)

43. According to the Company, "a utility can and should play

an integral role in enabling and accelerating electrlc transportation,
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including educating customers and other stakehol-ders,14 managi-ng and

optimizing vehicle chargj-ng, creating off-peak charging incentives, and

deploying infrast.ructure up to and including ownership and operation of

charging equipment." (Id. at p.1-1.) Delmarva can al-so manage its power

flows, it may site projects with third part,y charger developers. and expand

service in economically disadvantaged areas. (Id. at pp.II-12.)

44. While PfV current charging leveJ-s do not affect t.he grid,

anticipated future increases, particularly at, resj-denti-al locations with

off-street parkj-ng, i.e., housing developments, could be "materiaf" at the

di-stribution and circuit fevefs. (Id. at p.72. ) Two (2) 3 kwh chargers

exceed the load of one (1) resldence. (Id. ) Thus, these vehic]es could

increase peak J-oads, whj-ch Delmarva is monitoring. (rd. )

45. According to Delmarva, in addition to its rate plans and

programs, "its Ie]ducation and outreach efforts will focus on providing

valuable lnformation to reduce rangJe anxiet.y concerns." (Id. at p.16.)

Customers wil-I atso be advised about the 100% renewabl-e energy option to

off-set participants' charging and provide carbon-free charging. (rd.)

Del-marva customers may enro1l in these programs through the Company's

website or by U.S. Mail. (Id. at p.17.)

46. PRE-FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF PETER R. BI.AZUNAS. PeteT

R. Blazunas, a Senior Rat.e Analyst. in Pepco's Regulatory Strateqy and

Revenue Policy Division, also submitted pre-filed di-rect testimony.

(Exh. 5) Witness Blazunas' testimony focused on Delmarva's proposed

rate design regarding t,he proposed seven (7) Service Cfassifications,

the proposed cost recovery, and the estimated impact upon resj-dential

rates (7 cents per month for a typicaf SOS customer). (Id. at

1a Examples of stakeho-Lders include "automakers, charging service providers
transportation providers, and state and focal governments...." (Exh. 4, P.13.)

32



pp.2,7,9-)

4'l . Company wi-tness Robert S. Stewart previously described

most aspecls of the seven (7) proposed Service Cl-assifications. (See

Paragraph L, supra.) However, Witness Blazunas expanded upon some

additional rate design issues as to Offerings 1 and 3.

48. Offering 1 - Residentiaf - with Existing Efectric Vehicl-e

Supply Equipment providing discounted who1e House Time of Use encouraging

charging during off-peak hours, i.e., peak hours are between 12 noon and

8 p.m. Monday through Friday.

49. Offering 3 - Residential - without Existing Electric

Vehicle Supply Equipment - the Company proposes to provide Smart Level- 2

Equrpment to provide a time of use rate, and for customers whose PIVs

have a range of 30 miles or greater, the Company will install Smart Level-

2 equipment at fifty (50) customers' homes at a reduced cost and will-

also install- a second AMI meter to measure the energy of the PIV directfy;

Level 2 stations are 240-voIL, AC power mounted on a wal-l- or a pedestal,

and take 3-5 hours to charge a fully depleted battery. (See Para. I,

supra . )

50. According to Witness Bfazunas, Offerings 1 and 3 each

"incl-ude a time-based SOS rate intended to encouragie usage, including

charging, during off-peak hours. The SOS rate provides an approximately

4 .5 to 1 ratio between t.he price at on and of f -peak hours during t.he

surnmer months (June through September), and an approxlmately 3.9 to 1

ratio between the price at on and off-peak hours during the winter months

(October through May). (Exh. 5, pp.3-4.) Again, peak hours are between 12

Noon and 8 p.m., Monday through Friday. (Id. at p. 5.) Unlike Offering 1,
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this Offering is available to net energy metering customers.15 (fd.)

51. As to cost recovery, Company Witness Blazunas testified

that the Company seeks to establrsh a Regulatory Asset to defer costs

associated with implementing the proposed Program in the amount. of

$2,238, 550. (Id. at p.7. ) A description of the est.imat.ed costs is as

foflows:

TabJ.e 1: Program Cost Component

Cost Component Offering(s) Type Estimated Total Cost

Capital Assets (Offerings 3-7) 3-7 Capital $ 840,500.00

Whole House TOU 1 o&M $

Residential Customers with existing

EVSE and receivinq FleetCarmao units 2 o&M $ 81,s50.00

School Bus Offering 7 o&M $ 370,000.00

Billing 17 o&M $ 50,000.00

Customer Enrollment and Outreach 17 o&M $ 200,000.00

Reward Credit Processing t7 o&M $ 97,500.00

Program Management 17 o&M $ 130,000.00

Systems lnterfaces and Updates 17 o&M $ 424,OOO.00

Analysis and Reporting 17 o&M $ 75,000.00

Total s 2,238550.00

(Id. at p.8 . )

The total est.imated cost of the program proposed in the Amended Application

was approximat.ely $2,238,550. The Company estimated that approximately

$480,000 of the totaf cost would be recovered from program part.icipants

through elther direct cont.ributions as part of the cost sharing incfuded

in Offerj-ngs 3 and 4 or the Company's public charging rate options in

Offerings 5 and 6 - The remainder woufd be recovered from the Company' s

ratepayers. (Exh. 3, Amend. App., p.23; Exh. 5, p.7)

15 Net energy metering or "NEM" is a special billrng arrangement "whereby
electric energy generated by the Customer, through a Customer-Generated Facility
and delivered to the local distribution facilities of an Electric Supplier, frdv
be used to offset electrlc energy provided by the Electric Supplier to the
Customer." 25 Def. Admin. Code. S 3008 (1.0)
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52. Moreover, the Company seeks that the Program's costs

categorized as Operations & Maintenance ($1,398,05O-see above) be deferred

to a Regulatory Asset and amortized over a five (5) year period,' and those

costs associated with capital assets ($840,500) be deferred to a Regulatory

Asset and amortized over a fifteen (15) year period, and al-so be

incorporated into rate base and earn a return as part of a base distribution

rate proceeding. (Exh. 5, pp.7-9. )

53. According to the Company, "revenue requirements associated

wlth the proposed Regulat.ory Asset for costs associated with capital costs

t$840,5001 wl1l- be assigned ... Ito] that Of fering's primary beneficiaries. "

(fd. at pp.8-9.) For example, Offerings 1-4 involve the residential class,

and Of f erings 5-6 invof ve t.he "user of the charge . " (fd. ) Of f eri-ng 7

(school- busses) and O&M costs ($1,398,050) woul-d be al-l-ocated to customers

based upon most recent base distribution case. (Id.)

54. As to the est.imat.ed costs of the programf the Company

estimates that "a typical Iresidentral-] customer using 840 kwh per month

wilf pay an additional- seven (1 ) cents per month...." (Id. at p.9; Sch.

(PRB)-3/ p.1.) The Company also argues that alf ratepayers wiff benefit

financlafly from this program. For the eight (8) year period 2018-2025,

the Company estimates that the added distribution revenues from the

vehicle charging program will be approximately three (3) times the

estimated PIV Program residential revenue requj-rement, i.e., $4.4 million

vs. $1.5 mill-lon. (Exh. 5, pp. 9-I0; Sch. (PRB)-3, p.10)

B Public Advocate's Pre-Filed Direct Testimony.

55. The Pub]ic Advocate filed the pre-frled direct

testimonies

C. Slater.

of Consultant Glenn A. Watkrns and Pubfic Advocate Andrew

(Exhs. 9 and 10, respectivefy.) According to the Public
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Advocate, there are few all--electric or hybrid automobiles in Delaware,

and what there are, are owned by well off individuals.

56. The Public Advocate argues that Delmarva Power/ s

ratepayers should not be responsible for promoting the adoption of

electric vehic.l-es in Delaware and that, if adoption of electric

vehicles was a benefj-t to the staLe, then al-l st.ate residents should

pay f or t,he benef it. The Public Advocat.e provided several reasons for

its position. First, the Public Advocate cited statistics showing that

there are few electric or hybrid automobiles in Delaware, most of which

are owned by welf-off individuals, as reflect,ed i-n the graphs below:
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57. Defmarva Power has approximately 318,370

commerciaf and industrial electric customers. (Exh. 10,

t.ime t.he Public Advocate f il-ed his pre-fi1ed

reqistered.rn

Lestimony,

including electric service territories

residential,

p.5) At the

there were

the entire State of

other than Delmarva

alf-efectric vehicfesonly 362

Delaware

such as municipafities. (Exh. 9, p.4; Exh. 10, p.5) At that time,

there were 903, LLl vehicl-es registered in Delaware. (Exh. 8, Harri-s,

p.14; Exh. 9, Watkins, p.4) Even assuming that all- 1,000 registered PIVs

and Evs were registered Lo Delmarva power customers that resulted in only

three-tenths of one percent of Delmarva ratepayers owning such vehj-cles.

(Exh. 10, Slater, p.5) "IL]ess than 100 electric vehicfes are registered

annually in Del-aware with the majority of these registrations in New

Castle County." (Watkins at p.6.) Final1y, the DPA argues that, even if

there are 29,000 PIVs in Delaware by 2025, as Del-marva predicts, this

still- represents only 3.2I% of the over 900,000 vehicl-es registered in

Del-aware today. ((Exh. I0, p.6)

58. The Public Advocate maintains that PIV adoption will occur

in Defaware without Delmarva's proposed programs because climate change

is real- and is being hastened by human activities. Moreover, the federal

government and Defaware already incentivize PIV purchases, so there is no

need for non-Plv-owning ratepayers to subsidize their purchase through

reduced el-ectric charging rates. (Id. at p.7.)

59. According to Public Advocate, Andrew Slater, range anxiety

is no longer a serious concern for those driving efectric automobil-es.

"Whil-e some range anxiety may still- exist, we have
seen automotive and other businesses promote
increased chargrng stations, and significant
investments have been made on this front. In
addition, newer electr j-c vehicl-es now have much
longer ranges. The Chevy Bol-t and Tesfa vehicles,
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for example. can go more than 20O mil-es wlthout a
charge. In fact, a Chevy Bolt could potentially
travel- from Wil-mington to Fenwlck IIsland] and back
on a single charge with approximately 16 mifes
remaining. "16 (rd. at p.12. )

"Meanwhile, the average Delawarean travels 25.7
mlnutes to work.17 Using an exLremely conservative
assumption of a commuter traveling 25 miles per hour,
this equates to about 11 mll-es (25 MPG/ 60 mj-nutes*
25.1) one way, or 22 mil-es roundtrip. The increased
range of newer vehicles means a Delawarean could
travel- to and from work for almost. two ful-l weeks
without ever needing a charge. Clearly, with the
increased range of efectric vehicles, the need to
charge away from home is becoming less urgent or
necessary." (Id. at pp.72-73.)

"Del-aware has 34 charging stations with 105 charging
outlets. ls DNREC has data regarding the usage of the
two charging st.ations it owns, and data from chargers
sited at Royal Farms which were subsidized through a
State grant- Through six quarters from July 1, 2016
through OcLober 1, 2011 | the average quarterly usage
of the two (2) DNREC chargers was 22 transactions. le

There are 91 days in an average quarter. Thi-s means
that these two (2) charging sLaLi-ons were used once
every four (4) days." (Id. at p.13.)

According to the Publ-ic Advocate, "Royal Farms
provided dat.a for the four quarters of 201-7.20 In t.he
first quarterf five of the ten charging stations were
onfine. 90 vehicles charged at those stations for an
average of l-ess than 25 minutes. 21 This means that
only one vehicl-e charged per day,' 80 percent of the
charging capacity went unused alf day.t'

In the second quarter [of 2011], 246 vehicles charged
at ten charging stations for a total- of about 2.1
vehicle charges per day." That means there were
approximately 75 minutes of vehicfe charges over ten
charging stations; '70 percent of the charging
capacity wenL unused all day.

In the third quarter lof 2071), 240 vehicles charged

16 Chevrolet. http: / /www. chevrolet. com/efectric,/bolt-ev-efectric-car#range
Range: Wilmlngton to Fenwick.

U.S. Census QuickFacts. https : / /www.census.govlquickfacts,/DE
https : / / www. afdc . enerqy. govl stations / # /analyze ? region:DE & fuel:ELtrC
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lat] over ten chargj-ng statlons for a total of about
2.6 vehicJ-e charges per day.'n That means there were
approximately 60 minutes of vehicle charges Iat] over
ten chargrng stations; 70 percent of the charging
capacity went unused all day.

In the fourth quarter [of 2011), 153 vehicles charged
[at] over ten charging stat.ions for a total of about
1.7 vehicle charges per day." That means there were
approximately 40 mlnutes of vehicle charges over ten
charging stations; 80 percent of the charging capacity
went unused all day.

This data clearly shows that many of the existing
stations are not fu11y utilized. This excess capacity
of existing charging stations strongly suggests that
Delmarva does not need to own or maintain charging
stations, nor shoufd ratepayers need to subsldize such
resources at the expense of the competitive market
process. If anything, this shoul-d be a statewide
initj-ati-ve, rather than one for which only a subset of
Del-awareans pay. " ( Id. at pp . 13-14 . )

According to t.he Public Advocate,..." [p]rivate companies
such as ChargePoint see a market in Delaware and are
investlng in charging equipment. As we know,
competitive markets dri-ve down price and private
businesses understand the need for specific analysis
las to] where charging stations should be placed. We

should fet the competitive market work without
Delmarva. which will recover all of its costs and a
healthy return from ratepayers and earn a return
potentially dest.roying (or at l-east slowing down) the
competitive market." (Id. at p.15. )

60. The Publ-rc Advocate argues that elect.ric vehrcle

ownership is already being encouraged through a federal tax credit

and a State of Defaware rebate. According to the Public Advocate's

Consuf t.anL Glenn A. Watklns:

"It]he Federal government offers a Federal- Income Tax
credi-t of $7,500 for afI-efectric vehicles. In
addition, and as noted earlier, the State of Del-aware
offers a cash rebate of $3,500 for the purchase of
all-electric vehicl-es along with a 50% rebate (up to
$500) for the purchase of a Level 2 residential
efectric vehicfe charger. In tota1, a Defawarean
purchasing a new alf-efectric vehicl-e will receive an
upfront i-ncentive of $11,500 for the purchase of a new

24 DNREC's Kathy Harris response to DPA Data Request. Attachment B.
2s DNREC's Kathy Harris' response to DPA Data Request. Attachment B
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61.

alf-efectric vehicle 9, p.8)

Advocate notes that owners of

tr26 (Exh

Publ-icFurthermore, the

electric vehicles wifl not pay gasoline Laxes which help to maintain

Delaware's roads and hlghways

'tAdditionally, Del-awareans pay 4I .4C per ga11on of
gasoline in fuel taxes.2r A1l-electric vehicfe owners
will not purchase gasoline and, therefore, will not
contribute to the cost of maint.aining the Delaware
roads and highways they will use. Assuming t.he average
driver books about 15,000 mifes per year with the
average gasoline powered vehicle obtaining 21 mil-es
per ga1lon, this means that al-l-el-ectric vehicle
owners wil-l avoid paying about $230 per year in taxes
used to maintain the State's road system." (Id.)

62. The Publ-ic Advocate observed that Delmarva already has a time-

of-use rate from which PfV owners would benefit:

"a typical alf-elect.ric vehicle owner with a Level 2

charger and who commuLes five days per week wiIl
require about 1,1.25 kWh per day and about 4,312 kwh
per year.28 [The Public Advocate states t.hat it.s] 11 .25
kWh per day estimate is conservative compared to the
Company's own estimated 18.40 kWh per charge per day,
provided in response to DPA-9. Under the current Rat.e
R (non-time of use rate), the incremental- cost of 4,312
kwh (distributi-on plus supply) is $46'l .56, whif e the
incremental- off-peak usage under the currently
approved R-TOU-ND rate is $203.49. This equates to an
annual savings of $264.01, or $22.00 per month, for an
electric vehicle owner switching from the current Rate
R to Rate R-TOU-ND.

Furthermore, most residential- electric vehicle owners
are able to (and do) charge their vehicles at night
(during off-peak hours). As a resul-t, there is already
a mechanism in place that provides incentives and cost
reductions to efectric vehicfe owners for charging
their vehicles aL home during off-peak hours. There
is no need for yet another TOU rate that. will require

26 "Most Level 2 residential chargers cost slightly more than $1,000. Therefore,
the charger rebate of $500 wlll apply to most electric vehicfe charger purchases."
(Exh. B, p. B, fn. 5 )

21 *18.4C in Federal taxes and 23.04 in Defaware taxes. Per numerous sources,
inc-Ludinq U.S. Department of Enerqy, EIA." (Exh. B, p.B, fn.6)
2a IThe Pub]ic Advocate hasl estimated that the average amperage required during
an entire charge is 15 amps at 230 volts for five hours, which equals L'/.25 kWin
per charge. (Exh. 9, p.11, fn. '7)
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all other ratepayers to subsidize the proposed R-PIV
rate." (Exh. 8, pp.11-12. )

63. Befow is the DPA's comparison of the two (2) rates:

DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Comparison of Current Rate R-TOU-ND and Proposed Rate R-PlV

R-TOU-ND R-PIV R-PlV Discount
Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

Cust. Chg

Distribution

On-Peak

Off-Peak

Supply

On-Peak

Off-Peak

So.oooeoz 50.060607

$o.ooz:og $o.oozsos

S0,i.12683 5o.ttt624

s0.03s598 s0.041983

So.rz:zgo 50.172231
s0.043007 50.0492s2

$0.035711 sO.OgeZrr

s0.035711 sO.OgeZrr

s0.123014 s0.123014

5o.o2724L 5o.o2724t

s0.1s972s sO.rSgZZS
So.0639s2 50.0639s2

S18.2s S18.2s S1i..s2 511.82

Total Energy

On-Peak
Off-Peak

Typical Bills

8o%on/2o%Off
1.000
2,000
3,000

7Oo/o On/3Oo/o Off
1,000
2,OOO

3,000

60%On/40%OfI
L,000
2,OOO

3,000

Srsz.+e
s285.66
s420.87

Srst.oo
s288.9s
5424.3o

ir+z.at
5273.5L
S404.so

Sr+z.sr
5273.81
S4o4.8o

S16s.48
Sztz.tz
S+sg.gs

S16s.89
S313.s4
S+sr.ra

S1s2.39
52s2.s6
S433.s3

S1s2.3g
52s2.96
S433.s3

7 -91o/"
6.32o/o

5.74%

632%
4.48%
3.82%

4.44%
2.28%
L.50%

8.14o/"
6.s6%
6.OO%

7.O2%
5.24%
4.60%

5.71%
3.67%
2.93%

SrEg.+:
s260.60
Sssr.za

Sr+r.lr
5264.36
izv.qz

5L33.24
S2s4.6s
Ssto.ot

Srgg.z+
S2s4.6s
$zto.ot

(Exh. 9, Watkins, GAW-2)

2e Exh. 9, Watkins, Sch. GAW-2
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64. As to the proposed Program 1, the Public Advocate argues

against creatlng a new voluntary whofe-house time of use rate for efectric

vehicles. As discussed previousJ-y, the Company currently has Commission

-approved time of use raLe "designed to promote load shifting from on-

peak to off-peak periods" and the additionaf 5-8% subsidy to el-ectrical

vehicle owners is not necessary. (Exh. 9, pp.10-11) An electric vehicle

owner using this rate and charging their vehicl-e at night during off peak

hours can save a substantiaf amount of money each year. (Id. at p.72.)

65. As to Lhe proposed Program 2, where the Company would

provide a $50 credit plus $5 per month for Fleet Carma@ GPS tracki-ng,

battery charge and odometer readlngs, the Pubfic Advocate argues that this

is an unnecessary subsidy because: 1) a driver can observe the charge of

their vehicf e's battery, and 2) the GPS informat.ion wil-l- not aid DPL

regarding its electric distribution system. Additionally, the DPA has

privacy concerns . ( Id. at p. 13 . )

66. As to the proposed Program 3, involving the inst.allatlon

of a Company-provided Level 2 charger at 50% off Delmarva's cost with a

separate tlme of use rate for a second meter, including 50% off Del-marva's

instal-l-ation cost which can be financed interest free for 12 months, the

Public Advocate argues the Program should be rejected because: 1) it is

a subsidy; 2) even with the 50% discount, DPL's total cost of the charger

and instal-lation of $3500 r-s doubl-e the cost of what a customer could

purchase a charger on Amazon for and have it install-ed by an efectrician.

(Id. at p.15.)Proposed Program 4 involves "the Company subsidlzlng 50? of

the cost for up to 10 Smart Level 2 chargers to customers who own or operate

condominiums/apartment complexes Iwith at feast 3 e]ectric vehicfe

ownersl."(Id. at p.16 & fn B.) According to the Publlc Advocate, thls
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subsidized "mufti-family rater " which is not a time of use rate. shoufd be

rejecl-ed in favor of t.he free market and not subsidizing the developers and

owners of these condomi-niums/apartment complexes. (Id. at pp.17-18.)

68. According to the Publ-ic Advocate/ another reason

for rejecting this program is that the proposed SGS-ND-PIV rate,

l-ike the proposed R-PIV rate, is a subsidized rate, as shown in

the table below:

Current
SGS

Rate

Proposed
SGS-ND-

PIV
Rate

SGS-ND-PIV

Discount

Customer Charge

Energy Charge/kWh (Summer) 30

Energy Charge/kwh (winter) 31

$1s. s6

11.8300C

11.6763C

$11.82

70 . 621 84

10.9s1_9c

(Exh. 9 , Wat.kins,

$3.74

1,.2022C.

0.7244C

pp.17-18

69. The Pubfic Advocat,e al-so disagrees with proposed Program

5 which seeks that two Level- 3 "Fast Chargersr" which typically require

a maximum of 50 KW of power, and cost $120,000 each, be instaffed on I-

95, Route 1, and other major highways and other major roads.32 (Id. at pp.

18-19. ) The DPA argues t.hat.: 1) the l-ocation is of little benefit Lo DPL's

cuslomers; and 2) Lhis program of providing electric charging service to

the public is "ouLside the business actlvities of a distribution company

l-ike DPL." (Id. at pp.19-20.) Finally. the SLate of Delaware "sited

charging stations at the Delaware Welcome Center (on I-95) in 2014, paid

for with an $80,000 DNREC grant from Ithe] Regional Greenhouse Gas

Initiat.ive ("RGGI") funding." (Id. at p.9.)

70. The Public Advocate rejects proposed Program 6 as to

30 Includes
31 rd.
3z Exh. L2 ,

distribution and supply. (Exh. 9

Stewart Rebuttal, p.6.
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instalfing Level 2 chargers in neighborhoods due to the proposal

"interfering with free enterprise" and it being "outside of DPL's business

activlties as a distribution company. " (Exh. 9 , lrlatklns , p.2I)

'lI. According to the Public Advocat.e, Delaware currently has

34 charging stations with 105 charging outfets. (Exh. 10, Slater. p.13)

DNREC has two charging stations that it owns and Royal Farms provided data

for its ten charging sLations on line tn 20I'1. (Id.) According to the

Pubfic Advocate, 34 charging stations and 105 charging outl-ets is

sufficient for the amount of electric vehicl-es in Delaware, considerrng

their minimaf use. (Id. at pp.12-15.) Also, the Publ-ic Advocate stated

that electri-c vehicles now have much longer ranges t.hereby decreasing

range anxiety. (Id. at p.12.) *If anything, this should be a statewide

initiative, rather than one for which a subset of Delawareans pay." (Id.

at p.14.)

12. As to the proposed Program 7, which involves a proposed

$400.000 grant to school- districts for el-ectric school buses, the Public

Advocate argues this program should be rejected because: 1) the State

should fund electric school buses with taxes if it decides to do so, not

DPL's ratepayers; 2) it is unknown which school- districts woul-d

participate j-nsi-de or outside of Delmarva's service territory33 or in

municipalit.ies which can decide this issue through referendum; 3) Phase

One of the Volkswagen fraud case settlement funds woul-d provide up to

$3.226 miflion for schoof bus replacement, along with $1.451 million for

33 The Public Advocate maintains thal-..., "According to the Defaware Department of
Education (ttDOE"), only one schoof district owns all its buses. Nine other
districts own some of their buses. Thus, only 53 percent of school districts
would potentially qualify. Diving further, it's possible that Seaford and
Capital Schoof Districts may not quallfy because both districts are outside of
Defmarva's territory. If that is true, only 42 percent of schoof districts
wouLd qualify for a Defmarva ratepayer subsldized V2G electr-ic bus. How would
Delmarva choose which district receives a bus?" (Exh. 10, Slater, p.f1)
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"El-ectric Vehicl-e Supply Equipment; " 4) DPL ratepayers woul-d be

subsidizing customers of the Delmarva El-ectric Cooperative or

municlpalities; 5) by placing this $400,000 into rate base, DPL is earning

a profit off of this supposedly al-truistic undertaking; and 6) financial-1y

this does not. make sense because municipali-t,ies could issue bonds aL 2.5I%

as of May 15 , 20LB, as opposed to DPL ratepayers paying 8. 81% before-tax

Cost, of Capital. (Id. at pp. 10-11, Exh. 9, Watkins, p.22.)

13. According to the Publ-i-c Advocate, since Defmarva Power

estimates six of its seven offerings (excluding the Whofe House rate) will-

cost $I,292,050, the VW settlement funds for "Electric Vehicle Supply

Equipment" would fund alf six of these offerings, with $159,453.45 remaining

for other electric vehicle programs. (Exh. 10. Slater, p.12)

14. Finally, the Public Advocate takes issue with Delmarva

Power's consumer education and outreach proposal. The proposaJ- which

contains three $100r000 "options" j-ncludes, for example, web pages, social

media, paid advert,ising, direct mail, advertising, "expanding education

to customers on electrical vehicle basics Iand] begin to help customers

begin to overcome barriers to el-ectric vehicle adoption." (Exh. 10, Sl-ater

pp. 19-20) According to the PubIic Advocate, as an electric distribution

companyf and not an efectric vehicl-e manufacturer or dealer, this type of

consumer education and outreach is not Delmarva Power's responsibility

and its ratepayers should not be responsible for paying for it. (Id.)

Furthermore, the cost seems extremely expensive given that the Del-marva*

owned website and social media platforms which Delmarva inLends to use a

are free,

Holding's

for. (Id.

and that the col-l-ateral- material-s is an articl-e j-n a Pepco

Source" which Defmarva Customers partially paywebsite "The

at p.19.)
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C. Staff's Pre-Filed Direct Testimony.

15. Staff flled the pre-fi1ed direct testimony of PubIrc

Ms. Porter:Utility Anal-yst Amy J. Porter. (Exh. 7) According to

ttThe Company is seeking approval to estabflsh a
regulatory asset to recover all costs associated with
the program. Delmarva believes that all costs of the
program should be funded by the customer cl-asses that
will benefit from lt. Delmarva does not intend on
using any of i-ts own funding, in other words
sharehol-der provided funding, to help with the
program. Al-l- costs wil-l- be subsidj-zed by all customers
in the class as the Company bel-ieves all customers
will benefit from the PIV Program. ... Staff bel-ieves
that not aIl customers are benefiti-ng from the program
and therefore shoul-d not subsldrze it through
rates that affect afl customers ...

Staff does not oppose the program t.hat Delmarva has
described in the Applrcation. Staff supports the
Company's economic initiatives of trying to promote
t.he PIV Program. Staff does however feel that the
costs should beneutral- across al-l- of the customers of
Delmarva. Staff does not believe that alfcustomers
shoufd bear the costs associated with the electric
plug in vehicles." (Id. at pp. 3-4-)

D. DNREC's Pre-Filed Direct Testimony.

76. Kat.hleen A. Harris, a Planner, submitted pre-filed direct

testimony on behalf of DNREC' s Division of Energy, Cl-imate and Coastal

Programs. (Exh. 8) Accordlng to DNRECf DPL/s proposed efectric vehicfe

program will benefit ratepayers and Defawareans through the time of use

rates alleviating future grid stress, having charging stations near

highways and at multi-unit dwelfings, curbing air pollution and greenhouse

gas emissions, aiding the general public health by creating less "smog,"

and properly educating Delawareans about the benefits of efectric vehicfes

which the State of Delaware has not been abfe to afford and staff. (Id.

at pp.5-8.) Below are some questions and answers directly from Witness

Harris' pre-filed testimony:
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77. O. Why is 1t important for DPL to initiate these
programs now?

A: Efectric vehicles are projected to comprise 65% of
light-duty vehi-cles sales by 2050 and offer
envi-ronmental and health benefits to afl Delawareans.
34 El-ectric vehicl-es currently reduce greenhouse gases
by approximately 5,750 pounds of Co2 equivalent per
vehrcle annually compared to a gasoline equivalent
vehrcle. fn addition, efectric vehj-cles emit zere
tailpipe emissions, reducing ground l-evel ozone and
negative public heafth outcomes caused by this
pollution. As more renewable energy is added to the
electric grid, the production of elect.ricity used to
charge efectric vehicl-es wj-11 become cleaner and emit
fewer greenhouse gases, whi-1e also improving air
quality and publrc health in Defaware. (Id. at p.
s.)

Since efectric vehicl-es recharge an on-board battery
by using efectrlcity from the electric grid, a large
number of vehicfes charging at the same time and
during peak demand hours could have a negative effect
on electri-city supply, availability, and price.
Utilities have an opportunity to prepare for this
change in electricity usage and ensure future grid
stabil-ization by encouraging electric vehicl-e drivers
to charge thelr vehicles during off-peak times.
Util-rtres throughout the country have developed
programs similar to those proposed by DPL to prepare
for future trends. Since the majority of vehicl-e
charglng is done at homer35 devel-oping programs that
encourage efecLric vehlcl-e drivers to charge during
"off-peak" hours can alfeviate future stresses on the
grrd. It is cheaper and more efficient to prepare
for an i-ssue before it occurs, and these programs
provide opportunities to develop the best model-
possible. If util-ities wait until aft.er electric
vehicles have penetrated the markeL, grid
stabi-l-ization and upgrade cosLs may be significantly
higher, therefore costing ratepayers more money. (Id.
at pp.5-6 & fn 2.)

78. Q: Do these proposed proqrams align with the state's
goals to reduce qreenhouse gases?

A: Yes. In 20!6, Delaware's Cabinet. Committee on
Cl-imate and Resiliency recommended that the staLe
adopt a goal of 30% reduction of greenhouse gas
emisslons from 2008 levels by 2030. In 2017. Delaware
joined the US Cl-imat.e A11iance. thereby agreeing to

3a Energy Policy Simulator, 20 I 8 httns://us.energvpolicy.solutions/
elect ricvehicles / charqing-home3s https: / /www.energy. qov/eere/
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reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 262 from 2005
l-evels by 2025 (approximately 2.5 miflion metric
tons) . According to the 2014 Delaware Greenhouse Gas
Inventory, the transportation sector accounts for 28eo

of greenhouse gas emissions in Delaware.36 The large
percentage of emissions from this secLor, coupled
wlth the lack of programs to address it and emerging
el-ectri-c vehicl-e technologies, spurred the Di-vision
of Energy. Climat.e, and Coastal- Programs to develop
programs that reduce emissions in this sector. One
of the prlmary methods to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions in the transportation sector is fuel
switching from internal combustion engines (diesef
or gasoline) to electri-c engines. (1d. at pp.6-7 &

fn 3.)

79. Q: How can efectric vehicfes benefit aff DPL ratepayers?

Az El-ectric vehicles can provide additional revenue
to a utility without significant costs if vehicles are
charged during off-peak hours. This is because
el-ectric vehlcles are abl-e to utilize the idle capacity
of the transmission and distribution systems without
requiring additional grid upgrades. Accordlng to the
Pacifj-c Northwest National LaboraLory,3T the marginal
cost of energy coul-d decrease drastical-ly if el-ectric
vehicl-es are charged during off-peak hours.
Encouraging elect.ric vehicl-e drivers to charge during
off-peak hours can provide economic long-term benefits
to utilities and decrease utility rates for all DPL
ratepayers. (Id. at p.7 & fn 4.)

80. Q: What are
vehicLes ?

the heafth benefits of efectric

A: Emissions from the transportation sector can
cause serious heal-th rel-ated issues. Traditional
gasoline vehicfes emit. NOx and VOCs, which are
precursors to the development of ground Ievef ozonel
the main ingredienl in "smog." Ground levef ozone,
according to the Environmental Protection Agency, can
make breat.hing difficul-t. inflame and damage the
airways, aggravate respiratory diseases (including
asthma and emphysema), and cause chronic obstructi-ve
puJ-monary di-sease.38 These health issues are
particularly pronounced in vulnerable populati-ons,
such as chlldren and the elder1y. Particul-ate
matter, also produced by gasoline vehicles, is
responsible for up to 30,000 premature deaths each

36 2OL4 Delaware Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data, colfected by the DNREC Division
of Air Quality
37 https : / /www.pnnl . qov/news/re]ease. aspx?id:204
rB hLLps : / /www.epa.qovlmobi le-source-poI-Lution/
affect s -your-heal th

49

how-mobl le- source-pol fut-ion-



year.3e P1ug-in el-ectric vehicfes reduce or eliminate
tailpipe emissions, thereby reducing the number of
heal,th rel-ated issues caused by ground level ozone
and particulate matter. (Id. at p.7 e fns 5,5.)

81. The Cfean Transportation Incentive Program

In 2015, DNREC faunched the CIean Transportation
Incent.ive Proqram, which consi-sts of three programs
that are directly related to electric vehicles and
their supporting lnfrastructure:

a) The Cfean VehicLe RebaLe Program provides
rebates of up to $3,500 to Del-awareans and
Delaware-based businesses for the purchase of
alternative fuel vehicles, including electric
vehicl-es. Since this launch of this program,
more than 7 00 rebates f or elect.ric vehicl-es
have been provided to Del-awareans and Delaware
businesses, helping to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions in the stat.e by over 2,000 Lons of
CO2 equivalent annually.

b) The ELectric Vehicle Charginq Station Rebate
Proqram provides rebates of up to $5,000 for
ef ect.ric vehicl-e charging stations at
residential and commercial properties and
workplaces. As part of this program, DNREC

l-aunched the Workplace Charging Campaign to
encourage Defaware workplaces to instalf
el-ectric vehicle charglng stations for fleet,
employee, and/or public use. A siting and
design document was afso developed as part. of
this campaign that can be used by both
commercial property owners and businesses
interested in installed workplace charging
stati-ons. Since t.he l-aunch of the rebate
program, over 200 rebates have been provrded
to Del-awareans and Delaware-based business for
el-ectric vehicle charglng stations.

c) The ALternative Fuelinq Infrastructure Grant
Program was a competitive grant program in
2075 that provided funding of up to $500,000
for the installatlon of alternative fueling
infrastructure. including DC Fast Chargj-ng
Stations for el-ectric vehicfes. As a result
of t.hese grants, 10 additional DC Fast
Charging Stations were instal-led south of the
C&D Canal- at 5 Royal Farms locations. (Id. at
pp.9-10. )

3e https : / /www. ucsusa. org/ cfean-vehicle s /vehi c fe s -air-pof lutlon-and-human-
health# . Wuhz0y4bOCh
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82. The Federal Hiqhway Adnlnistration Afternative Fuef
Corridors

ln 201,6 and 201,1, the Federal Highway Administration
solicited states to nominate corridors within their
jurisdicti-on to be designated as "Alternative Fuel-
Corridors." fn 2016, Defaware and several other
states jointly nominated a series of j-nterstate
corridors for designation. fn 2011, Delaware
nominated addltional- intrastate corridors to be
designate for electric vehicle charging stations. As
a resuft of these nominations, Del-aware's component
of I-95, DE SR-1, US-13, and US-113 were designated
as Afternative Fuel Corridors for electric vehicle
charging stations . ( Id. at p. 10 . )

83. VoJkswaqen Mitiqation Trust Fund

In 2017, the VoJ-kswagen Corporation agreed to the
Diesel Emission Partial Consent Decree with the US

Department of Justice for installing "defeaL devices"
in dresel- vehicl-es. As part of this consent decree,
Delaware wilf receive approximately $9 mill-ion for
projects that reduce NOx emissions. The DNREC

Divr-sion of Air Quafity will manage the funds from
this seLLfement. Fifteen percent of this funding
($1.5 mil-l-ion) w1l-1 be designated for elect.ric
vehicl-e charging and hydrogen fueling stations. The
Division of Energy, Cl-imate, and Coastal- Programs
wilf manage that portion of the funding. While
eligible projects have not been det.ermined yet, DNREC

antr-cipates using these funds to instafl new DC Fast
Charging stations in Defaware. (Id. at pp.10-11.)

84. Charging Stations at DNREC focations

In 20I6f DNREC instalfed two public electric vehicle
charging stations at State Street Commons in Dover.
As a result. of instaffing and managing these charging
stations, DNREC has been abl-e to offer low-cost
charging services for employees as wel-l- as collect a
modest amount of data on station usage and charging
patterns. Staff also gained vafuable experience with
charging station inst.aflation and management.

85. DNRECT s Electric Ffeet VehicLes

The DNREC Division of Energy, Cl-imate, and Coastaf
Programs has two elect.ric fleet vehicles and helped
the Division of Air Quality and the Defaware
Department of Transportation obtain electric
vehicles. DNREC is currently working with the state
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Office of Management and Budget Fleet Services to
deploy additional el-ectric fleet vehi-cl-es throughout
the st,ate, and instal-f infrastructure t,o support
them. (Id. at p.11.)

86. FinalJ-y, according to DNREC, " It] he reduction of

greenhouse gases 1n the transportation .sector also helps to mitigate the

effects of climate change induced health related issues. Climat.e change

can cause an increase in extreme weather events, heat waves, disease

migration, and droughts, all of which have adverse effects on human health

and welfare."40 (rd. at p.B & fn 7. )

E. SIERRA CLttB'S Pre-Filed Direct Testimony.

81 . Consultant Douglas B. Jester from 5 Lakes Energy, LLC

fil-ed pre-filed direct testimony on behalf of the Sierra Cfub. (Exh. 6)

As to the benefits of el-ect,ric vehicles to ratepayers and Delawareans,

t.he Sierra Club essentially focused on the same benefits as DNREC,

although the Sierra Club provided additional support for t.hose benefi-ts.

(Id. at pp.7-13. )

88. According Lo t,he Si-erra Club, an electri-c utility like

Delmarva Power is i-n a unique position to present an electric chargi-ng

program and consumer education during early development of the market

because the utility can bill customers for charging their electrical

vehicle at home and t.hereby "can dil-ut,e t.he fixed costs of transmission

and dlstribut.ion and lower electricity rates for aff utility customers. "

(Id. at pp.23-24.)

89. Regarding Program 1, the residentiaf whol-e-house time of

use rate, the Sierra Cl-ub states that:

" It]his opti-on shoul-d be fu11y supported as it
will broadly serve to rationalize when customers
use power and w11l- both promote electric vehicl-e

4ohttps:'//www.niehs.nih.gov/research/programs/geh/cfimatechange,/health impacts/i
ndex. cfm
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ownership and opt,j-mum charging pat,terns at. no cost
to other customers. However, I recommend that the
offering be ext.ended to Net Energy Metering customers
as wel-l, which I ant.icipate wil-l be part,icularly
important given the Iikely overlap in EV ownership
and rooftop solar." (Id. at p.34.)

90. Regarding Program 2, the FleetCarma@ device, the Sierra Cfub

argues that thls program wif] help "shape foad" and does not reguire the

customer's other efectricity uses to be subject to a time of use rate. (Id.

at pp.34-35. )

91. Program 3 invofves Smart Levef 2 EV equipment at a 50%

discount along with a second meter. The Sierra CIub argues that thls program

will allow DPL "to manage smart charging and the costs and beneflts of doing

so in context of a time of use rate." (Id. at p.36.)

92. Program 4 is the multl-family dwelling offering. The Sierra

Cfub recommends dispensj-ng with the proposed 3 vehicfe requirement because,

not only is it a difficuft market to develop a workable solution, but

"Delmarva's proposed requirement would l-imit the offering's ability to promote

new EV deployment by limiting it to buil-dings at which drlvers have already

found workabfe sofutions to enable EV ownership other than home ownership.".

(Id. at p.37.) In addition. the Slerra Cl-ub recommends providing a way for EV

drivers to pay Delmarva or a third-party directly for charging services to

enabfe pricing options beyond a fl-at rate charge or parking fee to incent

drivers to charge at fow-cost tlmes or cycle through parklng once charging is

complete." (Id. at pp.37-38.)

93. Regarding Program 5, accordlng to the Sierra CIub, "Delmarva

apparentl-y plans to use 50kW DC fast charqing in this offering. For a " road

tr.ip" charging session, this 1s inadequate. Fully charging high-range electric

vehi-cles such as the Chevrofet BoIt or any of the Tesl-a models at 50 kW

charging rate coufd take a couple of hours. For this reasonf Electrify
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America Iestabfished by Volkswagen in the settlement] recently announced that

it will be including 350 kW and 400 kW charging equipment j-n its highway

corr.idor program. Charging at these rates wiff reduce charging times

for "road trip" charging to approximately 15 minutes, which is much more

conducive to efectric vehicle adopti-on and use than a two hour charging

episode. [We] therefore reconmend that Defmarva focus this offerlng on

charging stations offering 350kW to 400 kW charging rates." (Id. at p.40.)

94. As to Program 6, Neighborhood public charging, as opposed to

install-ing two (2) Level 2 chargers, since street parkinq or shared parking

without spaces is involved, the Sierra Club recommends that thls program be

modified to use 50 kW or 150kW fast charging stations for neighborhood public

charging. (Id. at pp.41,-42.)

95. As to Program 7, the el-ectric school bus program whereby

Delmarva proposed $400,000 of funding, The S-ierra Cfub supports this offering

because school busses are ideal for Vehicle to Grid applications and electric

school busses "w.ill di-rectly reduce exposure of chifdren to particulate matter

and other po11utants." (Id. at pp. 42-43.) The Si-erra Club proposes that

Delaware follow Cal-ifornia's stakeholder program which requires quarterly

reporti-ng about rniles. expenses, technology, challenges, etc. It is also

recommended that the Commission perform a formaf review in two (2) years to

evaluate all- advances regarding this subject. (Id. at pp.43-45.)

F. Company's Pre-FiJ.ed Rebuttal Testimony. Testimony of Robert S.

Stewart.

96. The Company's pre-filed Rebuttal testimony was filed by

those representati-ves who filed direct testimony: a) Robert S. Stewart,

Pepco Holdings, Inc.'s ("Pepco") Manager of Smart Grid and Technology;

and b) Peter R. Bl-azunas, a Senior Rat.e Analyst. in Pepco/s Regulatory

Strategy and Revenue Policy Division. (Exhs. L2 and 11, respectivefy.)
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97. Witness Stewart addressed a number of program design

issues raised by the DPA witnesses Slater and Watkins and St.aff's

witness Porter. (Exh . 12, p. 1 . )

98. As to the DPA's witness Sfater's arguments, Company

witness Stewart raj-sed the foflowing rebuttal arguments:

a. In excess of $f bilfion of utility-owned EV
equipment has been approved in the U.S. , responding
to the DPA's argument that some states are rejecting
utility-owned EV equipment; (Id. at pp.I-2.)

b. The PIV charging program complements the purchases
incentives currently provide by the federal and
state government, responding to the DPA's argument
that enough incentives are already being provided,'
"the main reason is to help Delmarva Power better
manage the coming significant shift to PIVs and
resulting impact on the dist.ribut.ion system;" (Id.
at pp.3-4 . )

c. As to the DPA's argument that the Fl-eet Carma@
devi-ce "provides no incentive to change Icharging
behaviorl , " Company wit.ness Stewart. argues that the
device allows the Company "to verify that the
participants are charging at their residence and
charging off peak Iwhrch, if both conditions are
met, woul-d all-ow part:-cipants to receive an of f -
peak credi-t1." (Id. at p.4; see Exh. 9, Watkins,
p.16)

d. The Company is considering I-95, Route 1, Rout.e 301
and/or Route 13 for placement of the two (2)
requested Direct Current Fast Chargers (*DCFC"), not
just I-95 as implied by the DPA, with costs
"primarily" Lo be borne by users whether from in or
out of state,'a1 (Id. at pp. 6-7 . ) Delmarva seeks
ownership of these units to determine "frequency of
use/ time of use, average dwefl- time, safety and
re1iabi1rty." (Exh. 12, p.7. ) Fina11y, customers'
private information is appropriately managed by
FIeet Carma@ whil-e customers receive access to their
own driving history which can help them improve
their driving efficiency. (Id. at p.16. ) "... PIV
operators using the chargers, whet.her from Delaware
or out-of-sLate, are paying for the capital costs
of the chargers, as well- as cosLs assocj-ated with

a1 Two major Charging Standards of DC Fast Charging are: CHAdeMO: Thls is
currently the most popular standard, used by the Nissan Leaf, Mitsubishi i-MiEV,
and Kia Soul EV and CCS (Combined Charging Standard): A11 U.S. makers except
Tesla and a]l German makers use this standard, including cars from BMW,

Chevrolet, Ford, Mercedes-Benz, Volkswagen, and Volvo that are frtted wrth
quick-charginq ports. (Exh. 12, p.18. )
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distribution. generation, and transmlsslon service,
through their use of the chargers." (Exh. II, p.3)
Regarding the DPA's arguments as to the Company/ s
proposal- as to electrlc schoof buses, Witness
Stewart argues that "Delaware's allocation of funds
from the VW settlement i-s $9,676,682.9J ." (Exh.
12, p. 9 . ) DNREC has developed a proposed
environmental mit.igation plan for accepting
and allocating those funds. The proposal consists
of three (3) phases. The flrst two (2) phases are
almed at nitrogen oxide (NOx) reduction
specificaJ-1y, with Phase One providing one thrrd
of the funding, or $3,225,560.99, for replacement
of diesef schoof buses with propane buses and Phase
Two providing an additionaf third of the funding
to pro;ects it wil-f solicit through a competitive
request for proposals (RFP) that will reduce
NOx emissions from the transportation secLor.

During Phase Three, DNREC wlfl receive 15% of the
settlement funds, ox $1,451,502.45, for the
deployment of El-ectric Vehicle Supply Equipment'
which will be distributed through another RFP
process. The remaining $1,'17 4, 058 .54 will be
allocated to eligible NOx-reducing projects based
on the funding priorities delineat.ed in the
Mitigation Plan. It is important to noLe. however.
that Phase Three's deployment of EVSE is not
scheduled to be accomplished untif after 2020 | and
it is not clear how much of this total amount
woul-d be avaifabfe to support the Company's
specrfic offerings. Relying on the EVSE that wiIl
be funded by the VW settl-ement therefore means
doing nothing to address the State's needs in this
rapidly growing area until 2020." (Id. at pp.9-10.)
To the extent any DNREC funding becomes available
in the future, the Company stated it would reduce
the cost of it.s proposed programs. (Id at p.10.)
In responding to DPA's argument that the Company's
proposal is anti-competitive, Defmarva argues that.
it is not because: a) private companies will- be
supplying the chargers; and b) Delmarva "is
proposing to install only two Level 2 neighborhood
chargers and 2 DCTC Ichargers] along public
corridors." (Id. at p.11. ) According to Delmarva,
these chargers will- incentivize buyers to purchase
PfVs who wil-l- then use free market chargers. (Id. )

As t.o the DPA's argument that PTV owners "do not
pay their fair share of gasoline tax which helps
fund road infrastructurer " Delmarva argues that this
is an issue better addressed by Congress and the
State of Defaware, the laLter of which is
considering a per mile transportation tax. (Id. at
p.12 . )
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h. As to the DPA/s argument that Delaware has not
adopted any formal- policy regarding efectric
vehicl-es, Witness Stewart disagrees because: a) "by
Executive Order No. 18 dated February IJ, 2010,
alf state agencies were ordered to improve air
quality by reduclng vehicl-e emissions by 25%,
including maklng the procurement of hybrid
vehicles, alternative fuel vehicles, high fuel-
economy or low emission vehicles a priority;" b)
"Governor Carney announced in June 2011 that
Defaware has joined the U.S. Climate Afliance, which
is a coal-ition of states commrtted to upholding the
Paris Agreement to combat cl-imate change by
reducing emi-ssions by 26-28% percent by 2025;" c)
"Governor Carney and Secretary Cohan announced the
purchase of the first el-ectric vehicles to DeIDOT's
fleet on February 2, 20L8, which is part of an
effort t.o evaluate the usage of PIVs as a fl-eet
vehicl-e; " d) Delaware is also part of the Cfean
Citles Coafi-tion Network, whlch is a program
started by the U. S. Department of Energy and
incfudes a coalitj-on of 40 stakeholders to help
familiarize ffeet managers with the benefits of
additional afternative fueled vehicles for their
f1eet,' and d) "Defaware is one of 1,1, Mid-Atlantic
States that is a member of the Transportalion
and Climate Initiative to reduce greenhouse gas
emissi-ons by minimizi-ng our transportation system's
rel-iance on high-carbon fuel-s. " (Id. at pp.13-14. )

99. As to DPA's Consuftant Watkins' discusslon of the income

of PIV owners, Delmarva argues that the number of PIV models is increasing,

the price of PIVs is decreasing, and the manufacturers' rebates are

substantial, with Nissan offeri-ng $3,000 and BMW $10,000. (Id. at pp.14-

15. ) Af so, according t.o t.he Company, Lhese rebat.es and belng a border state

to the Zero Emission Vehicle States of Maryland and New Jersey, could

increase used PIV vehlcl-e saf es in Delaware. (Id. at p.15. ) Fi-nally, the

Company maintains charging infrastructure, particularly in l-ow income

areas is needed. (Id. at p.19.)

100. As to the type and cost of the fifty Levef 2 Chargers the

Company proposes to purchase. Witness Stewart rebuts the DPA by testifying

that the Company's proposed Level 2 charger is a true "smart charger with

communication. [along with t.ime graded] and output control capabilities. "
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(Id. at p.17.) The cost of these chargers was developed in the Maryland

Demand Response Program for EV Charging, Formal- Case No. 926I, and by

verifying the cost of Company-owned fl-eet and workplace chargers. (Id.)

Specifically, the Company's cost estimat,e for Offering 3 is based upon the

Demand Response Pilot Program for Pepco Holdings, Inc. in Maryland. (Id.

at pp. 17-18.) In Maryland, t.he subscription rate for the Level 2 chargers

was 100?. (Id. at p.I1.) Witness Stewart also cites a survey where 499<" of

PIV owners prefer Level- 2 chargers as opposed to Level 1 chargers due to

substantially better charging speed. (Id. at p.20.)

101. Responding to Staff wiLness Porterf Company witness

Stewart, testified that, white DPT, *did not expect significant. t,ransmission

system or bulk efectric substation upgrades ldue to PIVs] , " the Company

did "expect to see the need to address projected load at the circuit level,

most likely in the form of distribution Lransformer upgrades." (Id. at

p.23 .)

I02. Rebuttal Testirnony of Peter R. Blazunas. Company Witness

Blazunas addressed cost recovery and rate design issues raised by the

DPA witnesses Sfater and Watkins and Staff's witness Porter. (Exh. 7I,

p.1.)

103. As to t.he DPA's argument that PIV owners are being

subsidized by Lhe proposed off-peak rate, the Company argues that.: a) the

PIV owner must. charge during the off-peak time to incur the benefit; b)

afI customers, whet.her PIV owners or noL, may benefit from increased

charging of el-ectric vehicl-es; and c) "any shortfal-I in the revenues

received by the Company for purposes of recovering the cost to serve the

proposed whole house time-of-use raLe's SOS l-oad will be recovered

solely from that Service Classification vla the Company's

Procurement Cost, Adjustment ("PCA") . As stated in the Company's Efectric
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"... the Company wilf determine a Procurement Cost
Adjustment (*PCA") which wil-l- reflect the difference
between the actual cost of servlng customers in each
flxed prlce SOS customer group and the amount billed
to fixed price SOS customers for the same time
period, plus interest at a rate equal to the Company's
overal-l return. The PC is a $ per kifowatt-hour rate
applied to the Customer's billed kilowatt-hours. (Id.
at pp.2-3. ) As to the Company's voluntary
residential Lime-of-use rate and its proposed
PIV rates and why the different rates are
needed, Witness Blazunas testified that, "while
the rates aIl strj-ve to incentivize off-peak
electric consumption, the rates are not
directly comparabLe." (Id. at p.4.) The R-PIV
and PIV rates serving only an at-home charger
have narrower on-peak periods than the
voJ-untary on-peak residential rate serving the
entire house. (Id. at p.5.) The PIV rates do
not require the customer to manage the
electricJ-ty in their entire home as the
residentiaf time-of-use rate does. (Id.)

104. As to Staff Witness PorLer questioning whether t.he

Company will earn additional revenues from the proposed program,

Witness Blazunas testified that "to the extent the Program promotes the

electrlfication of the transportation sector in Delaware and thereby helps

increase overa.Ll electricity consumption whife utilizing existing system

capacity, it w1lf have the effect of spreading the fixed costs of the

system over an increasing number of klfowatt hours, thereby diluting the

costs of the system for alf ratepayers. Further, additionaL foad from PIV

charging durlng off-peak ti-mes (when wholesal-e power prices are lower) will

have the effect of decreasing the average who-Lesal-e unit price." (Id. at p.6.)

105. Finally, in response to Staff Witness PorLer, Witness

B]azunas testified that:
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*[i]t is not the Company's proposal to fund the PIV
program via shareholder funds or through rates charged
to participants for severaf reasons. First,
participants are already expected to make
contributions in various forms to the costs of the
Program. Second, PIV charging rates set such that that
they fully recover the costs of the Program may
disincentive participation in the Program. This would
atso hlnder DeJ-marva Powerf s ef forts to obtain through
the Program learnings about the effects of
transportation efectrification. Third, the Company's
proposed cost recovery mechanism reffects the fact that
a1l ratepayers, and society in general, will benefit as
a result of the electrificati-on of the Defaware
transportation sector which the Company, through the
PIV Program, is attempting to encourage." (Id.)

IV, EVIDENTIARY HEARING

106. On February 28, 2019, I conducted the duly-noticed

evidentiary hearing at the Commission's Office in Dover. Four (4)

wit.nesses testified at the evidentiary hearing in favor of the Commission

approving the proposed Settlement Agreement, the fj-rst three witnesses

testifying that the proposed Settfement Agreement is in t.he pubJ-ic

interest.: 1) Robert S. Stewart, Pepco Holding, Inc.'s Manager of Smart

Grid and Technology, testifying on Delmarva's behalf; 2) Andrew C. Slater,

Delaware's Pubfic Advocate; 3) Connie McDowell-, Commission Staff's Senior

Regulatory Policy Administrator,' and 4) David T. Stevenson, the Policy

Director of the Caesar Rodney Inst,itute. The proposed Settlement Agreement

is attached heret.o as Exhibit "1."

V. FINDINGS AI{D RECOMMEIIDATIONS

I07. Pursuant to Lhe Commisslon's instructions, I hereby submit

for consideration these proposed Findings and Recommendations.

108. The Commlssion has jurisdiction in this Docket pursuant

Lo 26 Def. C. 5201(a).

109. The Settling Parti-es, Delmarva, Staff, and the Public
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Advocate, each representing diverse i-nterests, testified that adopting the

Settfement Agreement is in Lhe public interest. The three additionaf

parties, DNREC, the Caesar Rodney Institute, and the Sierra Club, did not

object to t.he adoption of the Settlement. The Settlement Agreement was

reached after significant. discovery and negotlations between the Settli-ng

Parties over the course of this fj-fteen (15) month Docket. The Settling

Parties' hearing tesLimony and pre-fi1ed testimony in support of the

Settfement is persuasive. For the reasons which follow, f recommend that

the Commission approve the Settfement as in the public interest.

110. 26 Def. C. 5307(a) places the Burden of Proof upon Delmarva

to demonstrate that the proposed rates are jusL and reasonable. Paragraph

5 of the Settlement Agreement provides that the subject costs shal-l be

recorded in a Regulatory Asset and that the Company shall seek recovery of

the RegulaLory Asset in its next base rate case. "The reasonabl-eness and

the amount of the Regulat.ory Asset wil-l be subject to review and challenge

by any other party."

111. 26 Def. C. 5512 (a) provides that " Ii] nsofar as

practicable, the Commission shaII encourage the resolution of matters

brought before it through the use of sti-pulations and settl-ements. " 26

Def. C. 5512(c) provides that the Commission may approve a settl-ement if

it. is in the public interest.

7\2. According to Company Witness Stewart's testimony

regarding Paragraph 1 of the Settlement Agreement, "Delmarva is authorized

to institute a new mandatory service classification for residential-

customers I

residential

which alfows for a second meter to be used so1ely for measuring

electrj-c vehicle charging. That new service classification

woul-d incl-ude a time-of-use rate that. goes along with it to encourage off-

the Company to plan for and thuspeak charging." (Tr.-237 ) The idea is for
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minimize the impacts of el-ectric vehic1es on its infrastructure. (Tr.-236)

Participants may el-ect a 100% renewabl-e energy "Green Rider" option at an

increased charge which, if select,ed, renewabfe energy credits offset the

EV charger's energy use. (Tr.-231-238.)

113. Company Witness Stewart also testified regarding

Paragraph 2 of the Settlement Agreement involving neighborhood chargers.

The parties have agreed that Del-marva shalf own and operate Lwo Level- II

chargers to be lnstal-Ied in neighborhoods in an attempt to address EV

charger underserved areas, evaluate install-ation challenges and customer

usage, and/or aid Delmarva in siting commercj-a1 charger instalfations, and

working with local governments. (Ir-239 ) Delmarva will- provlde 100%

renewabl-e credit.s to these two Level- II neighborhood chargers. (Id. )

1,1,4. Paragraph 3 of the Settlement. Agreement. j-nvol-ves two

highway chargers which Defmarva wil-l- own and operate, call-ed "DirecL

Current Fast Chargers" or "DC Chargers." ('Ir.-240-242) These chargers can

charge an ef ectric vehicle as quickly as t,went,y minutes. (Tr .-240)

According to Witness Stewart, the Company wants to monltor the use of these

DC Chargers to gauge the EV market and to see if any load impacts occur.

(rr.-24I)

115. The Public Advocate, Mr. Slater, testified that the

Set.tlement Agreement was in the public interest because it "strikes a

balance" among many fact,ors. (Tr.-251) He also noted that the Settl-ement

"wil-l- provide opportunities to the ratepayers we represent through off

peak charging schedufes, along with four additional chargers." (Tr.-252)

Al-so, Staff's Senior Regulatory Policy Administrator, Ms. McDowelI,

testified that. t.he Settlement Agreement was in the public interest because

"the servj-ces could provide incentives to purchase electric cars, which

could have a positive impact, on t,he environment." (Tr.-255)
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116. Mr. Stewart described the Working Group as incJ-uding

De1marva, Staff and the DPA as described in Paragraph 7 of the Settlement

Agreement, "and i-t coul-d invol-ve others such as the Department of

Transportation Iand] DNREC, as appropriate. " (Ar.-242 ) Delmarva

anticipates meetlng quarterly and sharing information regarding the EV

market, plug-in vehicle issues, infrastructure, emissions. and emerging

issues. (Tr.-242-243) Caesar Rodney Institute ("CRI") testified that, the

Working Group Meeting should be open to the public, along with the non-

objecting intervening parties, CRIf DNREC, and the Sj-erra Club being

permitted to attend. (Tr.-258)

7I7. As to the Regulatory Asset, in addltion to being

challengeable by any party in the next base rate case, Paragraph 5 of the

Settlement Agreement further provides that: "Delmarva is entitfed to earn a

return on the amount of the Regulatory Asset equivalent to the Company's

authorized rate of return approved by the Commission in its next base rate

case,' however, if the amortization of the Regulatory Asset approved by the

Commlssion in the next base rate case ls less than 18 months, Delmarva is only

entitled to earn a return on the amount of the Regulatory Asset equivalent

to the Company's authorized cost of debt approved by the Commission in its

next base rate case. The amount of the approved Regulatory Asset shall be

recovered through an EV rider, which rider shafl be removed from the

Company's tarlff when the entire approved amount of expenses deferred in the

Regulatory Asset has been recovered. The Company shalf notify the Commission

Staff and the DPA when the Regulatory Asset has been ful1y recovered and the

EV rider is removed."

118. The fact that the three Settling Parti-es executing the
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Settfement Agreement represent diverse interests is persuasive. Del-marva's

interest focuses upon achj-evlng rates which allow it to recover its costs

of providing electric vehicle charging service and an opportunity to earn

a fair rate of return if its Program is approved by the Commission. SLaff

seeks to balance the utilit.y's and all ratepayers' interests.29 Def. C.

58716 (d) (2) charges the Publ-ic Advocate with advocating the fowest.

reasonabfe rales for primarily residentiaf and smafl commercial consumers

consistent with maintaining adequate utility service and an equitable

dlstrlbution of rates among all- of the util-ity's customer classes. Finally

the remaining t.hree parties, DNREC, Sierra C1ub, and Lhe Caesar Rodney

Institute, did not object to the Settfement.

119. There is substantj-al- evldence in the record to support my

recommendation that the Settlement Agreement be approved.a2 (29 Def. C.

510142 (d) ) I find that t,he Commi-ssion, in afl likelihood, would not have

declded every contest.ed issue in favor of any one of the Settl-ing Parties.

Rather, the Commission woufd have more Iikely bal-anced each party/ s

position against certain regulat.ory principles and reached some compromise

between the various positions taken by the parties.

I20. After having reviewed the record, I recommend that the

Commission adopt and approve the proposed Settlement Agreement. as being in

the public j-nterest according to 26 Def. C. 5512(c). I attach a proposed

42 "substantj-al evidence is such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might
accept as adequate to support a conclusion. It must be more than a
scintilla, but may be less than a preponderance of the evldence." Olney v.
Cooch, 425 A.2d 610, 6L4 (DE. 1981); Price v. State of Delaware Board of Trustees,

22, 2OIOI (unpublished opinion)
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Commisslon Order as ExhlbiL "2-"

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Mark Lawrence
Mark Lawrence
Senior Hearing Examiner
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF mE STATE OF DELAWARE

TN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION
OF DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT
COMPANY FOR APPROVAL OF A
PROGRAM FOR PLUG IN VEHICLE
CHARGING
(Filed October 19,20 17)

PSC Docket No. 17-1094

PROPOSED SETTLEMENT

This_ day ofJanuary 2019, Delmarva Power & Light Company ("Delmarva" or

the "Company"), the Division ofthe Public Advocate ("DPA"), and the Delaware Public

Service Commission Staff ("Staff), all of whom together are the "Settling Parties," each

individually a "Settling Party," hereby propose a settlement of all issues that were raised

inthe above-captioned proceedings as follows (the "Settlement").

INTRODIICTION AND PR RAL BACKGROUND

On October 19,2017, Delmarva filed an application with the Delaware Public

Service Commission (the "Commission") pursuant to26 Del. C.$201 seeking approval of

its Application for the Approval of a Voluntary Program for Plug-ln Vehicle ("PIV")

Charging (the "Application").

By PSC Order No. 9150, the Commission required notice of Delmarva's

Application through newspaper publication, established a deadline for interventions, and

assigned the matter to Hearing Examiner R. Campbell Hay for evidentiary hearings and

further proceedings. DPA intervened in this matter. Staff also participated in the case.

Hearing Examiner Hay granted admission to Delaware Department of Natural Resources

and Environmental Control ("DNREC"), Sierra Club, and Caesar Rodney Institute ("CRI")

)
)
)

)
)
)



as intervenors in this matter.

Pursuant to Hearing Examiner llay's directive, notice of public comment sessions

to be held on January 16,2018 in New Castle, Delaware, on January 17,2018 in Dover,

Delaware, and on January 18,2018 in Millsboro, Delaware was published in the try'eps

Journal, the Delaware State News, andthe Cape Gazette. Notice of these public comment

sessions was also reflected on the procedural schedule published on Delafile. The public

comment sessions were held as published.

On February 9,2018, Delmarva filed an amended version ofthe Application (the

"Amended Application"), which was accompanied by the pre-filed direct testimony oftwo

witnesses.

Following the resignation of Hearing Examiner Hay from his position with the

Commission, by PSC Order No. 9183, the Commission designated Mark Lawrence as

Hearing Examiner to continue the assigned responsibilities in this docket, as may be

necessary, to have a full and complete record concerning thejustness and reasonableness

of the proposed program.

Pursuant to the procedural schedule, the Settling Parties engaged in substantial

discovery. On May 18,2018, Staff and DPA both submitted direct testimony. On June

22, 2018, Delmarva requested an extension of the procedural schedule to allow for the

production of an expert report on rebuttal and for discovery thereon. On July 3,2018, the

Hearing Examiner granted Delmarva's request, which the Commission upheld in PSC

Order No. 9270. On August 22, 2018, Hearing Examiner Lawrence entered a revised

procedural schedule that had been agreed upon by the parties. On September 7, 2018,

Delmarva filed rebuttal testimony. On October 1,2018, Staff, DPA, and CRI submiffed
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data requests regarding Delmarva's rebuttal testimony, to which Delmarva provided

responses on October 22,2018.

It is acknowledged that the Settling Parties hold differing views as to the proper

resolution of many of the underlying issues in this proceeding and are preserving their

rights to raise those issues in future proceedings on a prospective basis only, except as

provided below. This Settlement reflects compromises made by the Settling Parties in an

effort to resolve this proceeding.

II. SETTLEMENT PROVISIONS

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED by the Settling Parties that they

will submit to the Commission for its approval the following terms and conditions for

resolution ofthis proceeding :

A. Settlement Terms

1. Until real{ime pricing is allowed by state law, Delmarva is authorized to

institute a new mandatory service classification applicable to second meters used solely to

meter residential PIV charging usage. Participants in this new mandatory service

classification will be solely responsible for any and all costs for and associated with the

purchase and installation ofthe second meter. The new service classification will include

a time-of-use Standard Offer Service ("SOS") rate designed to encourage nighttime

charging.

2. Participants in the new mandatory service classification described in

Paragraph above will have the option of receiving electricity consisting of 100%

renewable energy in the form of a volumetric "adder," PIY-Green. Based on current

procurement costs, the adder would increase the rate by $0.00720 per kWh. The adder will

a
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allow customers to have their energy supplied from 100% green energy and to claim zero

tailpipe emissions when charging an all-electric vehicle.

3. Delmarva is authorized to install two Smart Level II chargers in

neighborhoods within Delmarva's Delaware service territory to be determined by

Delmarva, Staff, DPA, and DelDOT, and to institute a new service classification for the

use of such chargers. The equipment will be owned and maintained by Delmarva and will

provide electricity through I00% renewable energy sources. Any money received by

Delmarva from use of the charging stations described in this paragraph will be an income

line item for accounting purposes going forward.

4. Delmarva is authorized to install two Direct Current Fast Chargers along

main transportation corridor siters in Delmarva's Delaware service tenitory in locations to

be determined by Delmarva, Staff, DPA, and DelDOT, and to institute a new service

classification for the use of such chargers. The equipment will be owned and maintained

by Delmarva and will provide electricity through I00o% renewable energy sources. Any

money received by Delmarva from use of the charging stations described in this paragraph

will be an income line item for accounting purposes going forward.

5. Delmarva can record the costs incurred as a result of Paragraphs I through

4 above as a regulatory asset. The Company will seek recovery of the regulatory asset in

its next base rate case; the reasonableness and amount ofthe regulatory asset will be subject

to review and challenge by any other parly. Delmarva is entitled to earn a return on the

amount of the regulatory asset equivalent to the Company's authorized rate of return

approved by the Commission in its next base rate case; however, if the amortization of the

regulatory asset approved by the Commission in the next base rate case is less than eighteen
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months, Delmarva is only entitled to earn a return on the amount of the regulatory asset

equivalent to the Company's authorized cost of debt approved by the Commission in its

next base rate case. The amount of the approved regulatory asset shall be recovered

through an EV rider, which rider shall be removed from the Company's tariff when the

entire approved amount of expenses deferred in the regulatory asset has been recovered.

The Company shall notifo the Commission Staff and the DPA when the regulatory asset

has been fully recovered and the EV rider is removed. Delmarva will provide an

accounting of the administrative costs incurred in implementing Paragraphs 1 through 4

above to Staff and DPA.

6. The Settling Parties specifically agree that the Benefit Cost Analysis for

Electric Vehicle Adoption in the Delaware DPL Territory, prepared by Gabel Associates,

Inc., any discovery and filings related thereto, and any Commission Orders or ruling

thereon, form no basis, whether express or implied, for the resolution of this proceeding,

this Settlement, and any determination by this Commission or Hearing Examiner approving

this Settlement.

7. A working group will be established consisting of representatives from

Delmarva, Staff, and DPA (the "Working Group"), with representatives of other state

agencies such as De!DOT and DNREC participating where appropriate. This Working

Group will meet quarterly to evaluate PIV issues, market conditions, and new offerings

going forward. Delmarva will provide the Working Group with usage data resulting from

the initiatives described in Paragraphs 3 and 4 above. The scope of data to be provided

and the frequency with which Delmarva will provide such data will be determined by

Delmarva, Staff, and DPA through the Working Group process.
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B. Miscellaneous Provisions

8. This Settlement shall be subject to the approval of the Commission. The

provisions of this Settlement are not severable. The Settling Parties will work

expeditiously and in good faith to achieve Commission approval, pursuant to 26 Del. C. $

512. ln the event this Settlement is not approved in its entirety by the Commission, then

this Settlement shall be deemed an offer of compromise pursuant to Unifonn Rule of

Evidence 408 and no Settling Party's approval of or adoption of this Settlement shall

prohibit or prejudice such Settling Party from taking any position before the Hearing

Examiner and/or the Commission concerning the pending Docket. The Settling Parties

further agree that this Settlement is expressly conditioned upon Commission approval of

this Settlement without the need for a fully litigated evidentiary hearing and that only if

this Settlement is rejected will a fully litigated evidentiary hearing on the merits be

subsequently held.

9. This Settlement is the product of extensive negotiations and reflects a

mutual balancing of various issues and positions. This Settlement represents a compromise

for the purposes of settlement and shall not be regarded as a precedent with respect to cost

recovery or any other principle in any future case. No Settling Party necessarily agrees or

disagrees with the treatment of any particular item, any procedure followed, or the

resolution of any particular issue in agreeing to this Settlement, other than as specified

herein.

10. To the extent opinions or views were expressed or issues were raised at any

point in these proceedings, whether as part of a document filed or otherwise, that are not

specifically addressed in this Settlement, no findings, recommendations, or positions with
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respect to such opinions, views, or issues should be implied or infened.

1 l. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, intending to bind themselves and their successors and

assigns, the undersigned Settling Parties have caused this Settlement to be signed by their

duly-authorized representatives.

C,*nW
Delmarva Power & Light Company

Date: tif.tlu

Date 1/ //1

Datc: 'Ad,
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